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Farnan, District Judge.

Pending before the Court in this patent infringement action
is a Motion For Judgment As A Matter Of Law' (D.I. 616) filed by
Plaintiff, Lucent Technologies, Inc. (“Lucent”) and a Renewed
Motion For Judgment As A Matter Of Law At The Close Of The
Evidence (D.I. 618) and a Motion For A New Trial On Certain
Issues (D.I. 617) filed by Defendants, Newbridge Networks
Corporation and Newbridge Networks, Inc. (collectively

2

“Newbridge”) . By its Motion For Judgment As A Matter Of Law,
Lucent requests the Court to enter a judgment of infringement
against Newbridge on Claims 1 and 4 of U.S. Patent No. 4,750,136.
By its Renewed Motion For Judgment As A Matter Of Law,
Newbridge requests the Court to enter a judgment of non-
infringement as a matter of law with regard to all five of the
patents-in-suit. Specifically, Newbridge contends that Lucent

failed to establish infringement by a preponderance of the

evidence, or in the alternative, that several defenses preclude a

* In addition to its Motion For Judgment As A Matter Of
Law, Lucent has also filed several other post-trial motions,
including a motion for permanent injunction, adjustment of
damages, enhancement of damages, attorneys’ fees and prejudgment
interest on the judgment entered in this case. Although all of
Lucent’s Motions are advanced in a single motion paper (D.I.
616), the parties have separately briefed these issues.
Accordingly, the Court will address the remaining motions pending
in this case by a separate Memorandum Opinion and Order.

2 Newbridge filed two separate motion papers, one for its
Renewed Motion For Judgment As A Matter Of Law and one for its
Motion For A New Trial. However, Newbridge briefed these Motions
together, advancing its Motion For A New Trial, as an alternative
motion. (D.I. 628).



finding of infringement against Newbridge. Alternatively,
Newbridge seeks a new trial on the questions of infringement and
damages, as well as on certain of its defenses, including the
validity of the patents and the existence of an implied license
to practice the patents. (D.I. 617).

For the reasons set forth below, the Court will deny
Lucent’s Motion For Judgment As A Matter Of Law, grant in part
and deny in part Newbridge’s Renewed Motion For Judgment As A
Matter Of Law, and deny Newbridge’s Motion For A New Trial On
Certain Issues.

BACKGROUND
I. Procedural Background

Plaintiff Lucent Technologies, Inc. (“Lucent”) filed the
instant action against Defendants Newbridge Networks Corporation
and Newbridge Networks, Inc. (collectively “Newbridge”) on June

24, 1997 (D.I. 1), initially alleging infringement of four

patents: (1) U.S. Patent No. 4,769,810 (the “Eckberg '810
patent”); (2) U.S. Patent No. 4,769,811 (the “Eckberg '811
patent”); (3) U.S. Patent No. 4,979,174 (the “Cheng ‘174
Patent”); and (4) U.S. Patent No. 4,437,087 (the “Petr ‘087
Patent”). On January 13, 1998, Lucent amended its Complaint to

add a claim of infringement under a fifth patent, U.S. Patent No.
4,750,136 (the “Arpin ‘136 Patent”). (D.I. 25, 30).

A three week jury trial was held on all issues presented by



the parties, except certain equitable defenses. The jury
returned a verdict in favor of Lucent on all issues, except
infringement of Claims 1 and 4 of the Arpin patent. Following
the trial, the parties filed a stipulation resolving the
outstanding equitable issues. (D.I. 683). Accordingly, the only
issues remaining for the Court’s consideration are those raised
by the parties’ post-trial motions.
II. Technological Background

The patents at issue in this action relate generally to data
networking. (D.I. 551).

A. Eckberg ‘810 Patent and Eckberg ‘811 Patent

The Eckberg '810 and ‘811 patents disclose methods and
apparatus for controlling congestion in a packet-switching
network. In an end station of a packet-switched network, a data
message is broken into shorter pieces called packets, which are
then individually transmitted by the end station into the
network. Each packet includes a header. The header contains
information identifying the destination of the packet, or in some
implementations, the connection to which the patent belongs. The
nodes of the packet-switched network use the information in the
header to route the packet through the network to the intended
destination end station. At the destination end station, the
packets are reassembled into the original message. (D.I. 551 at

14-15.)



When several users attempt to utilize a network at the same
time, congestion can occur. Congestion occurs when a network
component, or a portion of a network component, is required to
process more packets than it can handle. In addition to long
delays in data transmission, congestion can also result in packet
loss. As described in the Eckberg patents:

A principal area of packet congestion is in buffers, or

gueues, in each node, particularly where the buffers

become unavailable to store incoming packets. Yet the

buffer requirement is closely related to the

utilization of processor real time and/or link

bandwidth. When the processor real time is exhausting,

or when the link bandwidth is not sufficient to handle

the packet traffic, queues within the switching node

will build up causing a long delay. Finally packet

buffers will be exhausted, resulting in the dropping of

packets.

('810 patent, col. 2, 11. 26-35; ‘811 patent, col. 2, 11. 25-34).
Congestion and the resulting loss of packets, can be prevented
and controlled by allocating bandwidth to users’ connections and
permitting new connections only when bandwidth is available.
Bandwith is the amount of data that can be sent per unit of time.
To allocate bandwith appropriately in this manner, the network
must provide a means for users to select their bandwith needs.
Once the network understands the user’s needs, the network
creates the appropriate parameters for the user and enforces
those parameters for the user. The agreement between the user

and the network concerning the user’s bandwith needs is called a

traffic contract. Once a traffic contract is established between



the user and the network, packets that are transmitted at a rate
in excess of the agreed parameters are automatically discarded at
the network’s entry point.

Because traffic on the network varies at times, the
automatic discarding of packets that exceed a user’s allocation
is not efficient. Specifically, there may be times that the
network could have handled the excess traffic instead of dropping
those excess packets. The Eckberg '810 and ‘811 patents teach a
traffic enforcement mechanism that allows excess packets to be
marked, instead of automatically discarded. By marking excess
patents, the network can decide whether to discard marked excess
packets during periods of congestion, or to allow those marked
packets to proceed during periods of relative quiet. Generally
speaking, the claims of the '810 patent are directed toward
marking excess packets, and the claims of the ‘811 patent are
directed toward dropping the marked packets during periods of
network congestion. (D.I. 551 at 16-18.)

B. Cheng ‘174 Patent

The Cheng ‘174 Patent teaches a method of handling random
and bursty errors in a data transmission system. A random error
is typically caused by noise and generally results in a single
bit error. A bursty error is usually more serious and results in
multiple bit errors. When a random or bursty error occurs in the

header of a packet, that packet may be delivered to an incorrect



destination address. (Cheng, col. 1, 11. 11-23).

Although the prior art in this field taught various
techniques for dealing with these types of error, the prior art
was not adequate in packet-switching systems involving high
transmission speeds. High transmission speeds often limited the
effectiveness of the prior art’s error correction codes, because
only a few bytes of error correction coding could be used if the
speed was to be maintained.. (Cheng, col. 1, 11. 24 - 46). By
using only small amounts of error correction coding, bursty
errors could not be quickly and accurately detected.

To resolve the problems associated with the prior art, the
Cheng Patent teaches a method to detect both random and bursty
errors using only a small amount of error correction coding. The
patent teaches a switch between two states: (1) an error
correction circuit state (ECC); and (2) an error detection
circuit state (EDC). The ECC state is used during normal
conditions. The EDC state is used when an error is detected on
the assumption that bursty conditions have arisen. If the
assumption proves true and bursty conditions have arisen, the
many errored packets that result from bursty conditions will be
detected and discarded, thereby preventing their delivery to the
wrong user. However, i1f the assumption is incorrect and bursty
conditions have not arisen, it is unlikely that the next packet

processed will have any errors. Accordingly, the system will



switch back to the normal ECC state to perform random error
corrections, rather than bursty error corrections. (D.I. 551 at
36) .

C. The Petr ‘087 Patent

The Petr ‘087 Patent relates to speech compression. Speech
signals are typically transmitted in digital telephone systems
via pulse code modulation (PCM). PCM is a standardized
technology whereby analog signals are sampled at 8000 times per
second and converted into pulses. These pulses are each
represented by an 8-bit code. The result is a transmission rate
equal to 64 kbits/sec. (D.I. 551 at 47.)

Adaptive Differential Pulse Code Modulation (ADPCM) is a
method for compressing PCM signals, thereby reducing bandwith and
increasing efficiency. The Petr patent teaches an improved form
of ADPCM. (D.I. 551 at 47.)

A typical ADPCM coder and decoder consists of a quantizer
and a predictor, either or both of which are capable of changing
in response to input signals. The predictor provides an estimate
of the current signal based on previous signals. The estimate is
then subtracted from the input signal to form a difference
signal, which is smaller in magnitude than the original input
signal. The difference signal is then quantized by the
quantizer.

In the prior art, ADPCM systems worked well with “low speed”



speech signals, but were not effective at handling “high speed”
signals like those produced by a fax or modem. Other systems had
the opposite capabilities, working well with high speed signals,
but not with low speed signals. The Petr Patent teaches a
“dynamic locking quantizer” that is capable of two different
adaptation speeds to handle the different types of signals. In
addition, the Petr Patent teaches a means for determining the
type of signal that is present and then transitioning between the
two adaptation speeds in response to the signal. (D.I. 551 at
48.)

D. Arpin ‘136 Patent

The Arpin ‘136 Patent teaches a method and apparatus for
automatically initializing circuit boards of a communication
system. Communication systems often require manual configuration
by the user of features performed by port circuit boards during
initialization of the system. This manual configuration involves
manually loading various parameters into the circuit boards
and/or booting programs into the board, both of which require
considerable time and effort. The Arpin ‘136 Patent discloses an
apparatus and method aimed at reducing the time and effort
involved in manual configuration by automating part of the
configuration process. As described in the Arpin Patent:

[Wlhen power is applied or in response to a reset

signal, each circuit board systematically reports its

identification type (ID) code to the system controller
which then accesses options tables in memory using the



board ID code to obtain predetermined operating

parameters which are sent to and which define one or

more features to be performed to the associated circuit

board.

(136 Patent, col. 1, 11. 40-47).

In addition to automating part of the configuration process,
the Arpin Patent also teaches the replacement of a malfunctioning
circuit while the system is still operating. The replacement
circuit board is automatically initialized by the system using
the stored operating parameters associated with the replaced
circuit board. ('136 Patent, col. 1, 11. 50-56).

III. Claim Construction

The Court issued its claim construction rulings during the
jury charge in this case. Given the circumstances at that time,
the Court did not issue an opinion detailing the rationale for
its construction rulings. Accordingly, the Court will herein
reproduce its claim construction rulings with the rationale
supporting the Court’s conclusions.

A. Eckberg ‘810

1. Claim 12 of the '810 patent
Claim 12 of the Eckberg '810 Patent is directed to a method
for monitoring the transmission rate of a user’s packets into the
network and marking those packets that are transmitted at an

excessive rate. In full, with the disputed terms emphasized?,

3 As the Court instructed the jury, any other terms in

this or the other patents-in-suit, that were disputed by the

9



Claim 12 provides:
A method for marking an excessive bandwith packet in a
packet-switching network, the method comprising the

steps of:

a. accumulating a count of bytes of data arriving at
a node per interval;

b. receiving a packet with a number of bytes of data;

C. comparing the accumulated count of bytes of data
arriving at the node per interval with a
predetermined threshold;

d. if the accumulated count is less than the
threshold, incrementing the count in the
accumulator by a constant plus the number of bytes

of data in the received packet;

e. if the accumulated count is greater than the
threshold, marking the received packet; and

f. subsequent to step d or e passing the unmarked or
marked packet along in the node.

(*'810 Patent, col. 12, 11. 1-17). For the reasons that follow,
the Court construes the disputed terms as follows:

“accumulating a count of bytes of data arriving at
node per interval” is construed to mean maintaining a count of
bytes that have arrived at a node over a period of time.

Newbridge contends that this term should be limited to a count

parties were construed according to their plain meanings. In
other words, after reviewing the claim language itself and the
specifications of the various patents-in-suit, the Court
determined that these phrases were self-explanatory and no
additional construction was needed. Accordingly, to the extent
that the parties may have raised other phrases for construction
in their Markman briefing, the Court has concluded that these
phrases are appropriately construed using their plain meaning.

10



that maintains the total number of bytes arriving at a node.
After reviewing the claim language and the specification, the
Court concludes that there is nothing in the claim language or
specification suggesting that a total count must be maintained.
Rather, the claim language uses the article “a” before the word
“count,” suggesting that the count is not limited to a total
number, but is kept open. In addition, the specification
explains that the count is used to compare the traffic from a
particular user’s bandwidth against the user’s subscribed

bandwith to determine whether the user is exceeding his or her

subscription. (810 Patent, col. 5, 11. 36-53, col. 6, 11. 10-
20). To this effect, the count does not even accumulate all the
bytes of data arriving at the node. Indeed, the count does not

accumulate the bytes of data arriving in marked packets, because
these packets are outside the traffic contract. ('810 Patent,
col. 8, 11. 16-18). Thus, the bytes of data accumulated by the
count described in step (a) of Claim 12 are akin to a subset of
the data arriving at any given node, and not a total count.
Accordingly, in the Court’s view, its construction is consistent
with the plain language of the claim and the Patent’s
specification.

- “incrementing the count in the accumulator by a
constant” is construed to encompass a constant whose range is

typically between 0 and 1000. Newbridge contends that the

11



constant referred to in this phrase must be a non-zero constant.
After reviewing the claim language and the specification, the
Court concludes that Newbridge’s construction is contradicted by
the specification which states that the constant can be a value
between 0 and 1000. (810 Patent, col. 7, 11. 12-21).
Accordingly, in the Court’s view, its construction of this phrase
is consistent with the express language of the specification.
2. Claim 21 of ‘810 Patent

Claim 21 of the ‘810 Patent is directed to a packet-
switching node that includes an apparatus to monitor the
transmission rate of the received packets and to mark those
packets being transmitted at an excessive rate. In full, with
the disputed terms highlighted, Claim 21 reads:

A packet-switching node with a receive terminal;

a channel interconnected with the receive terminal for

transmitting packets of data at a selectable one of a

plurality of transmission rates;

means for determining the rate at which a packet of
data is being transmitted through the channel and
generating a mark whenever the determined rate is an
excessive rate; and

means for storing the mark with the packet of data.
(810 Packet, col. 16, 11. 20-28). For the reasons that follow,
the Court construes the disputed terms as follows:
“receive terminal” is construed to mean an input port
of a packet switch. Newbridge contends that this term is
indefinite, or to the extent that it was capable of construction,

12



should be defined as a customer terminal that receives data from
a packet switch node. After reviewing the specification, the
Court concludes that the specification refutes Newbridge’s
construction, because it indicates that the customer terminal
equipment actually resides outside the network and is not co-
located with a packet switch node. (‘810 Patent, col. 4, 11. 38-
56, Fig. 1). Further, the monitoring and marking described in
this claim is not performed by customer terminal equipment, but
rather, is performed at the packet-switching node. That the
receive terminal is an input port is supported by the
specification which describes that the data packet is “received
by an access node.” (*810 Patent, col. 3, 11. 57-60, col. 5,
1.67-col. 6, 1. 1, 3). 1In addition, the Court’s construction is
supported by the meaning ascribed to the word “terminal” by those
of ordinary skill in the art. Specifically, the word “terminal”
is defined as “[a] point in a system or communication network at

which data can either enter or leave.” The New IEEE Standard

Dictionary of Electrical And Electronics Terms 1351 (5th ed.

1993).

“means for determining the rate at which a packet of
data is being transmitted through the channel and generating a
mark whenever the determined rate is an excessive rate” is a
means-plus-function element. The function of this element is to

determine the rate at which a packet of data is being transmitted

13



and to generate a mark when that rate is an excessive rate. The
structure associated with this element is a logic circuit
depicted in Figure 2 which executes the algorithms of Figures 3
and 8 along with the update algorithm of Figure 4. Both Lucent
and Newbridge apparently agree on the function of this element as
stated by the Court. (D.I. 568 at 12; D.I. 547 at 15). However,
the parties disagree over the corresponding structure for this
element. Specifically, Newbridge contends that this structure
was missing from the specification. After reviewing the
specification of the '811 Patent, the Court concludes that the
specification describes in detail that the structures of the
logic circuit and the algorithms of Figures 3, 8 and 4 correspond
to the function described in this element. (‘810 Patent, col. 6,
11. 10-26; col. 6, 1. 34-col.8, 1. 41, col. 9, 1. 60-col. 10, 1.
41) .

B. Eckberg ‘811

1. Claim 10 of the ‘811 patent
Claim 10 of the '811 Patent is directed to a method for
dropping a data packet in a node of a packet-switching network.
In full, with the disputed terms highlighted, Claim 10 of the
‘811 Patent reads:
A method for dropping a data packet to be transmitted
from a switch node in a packet switching network, the

method comprising the steps of:

a. preparing to transmit the data packet;

14



b. determining whether or not the data packet is
marked as being transmitted at an excessive rate;

C. evaluating congestion at the switch node;

d. determining whether or not the congestion is at or
above a predetermined value; and

e. if the data packet is marked as being transmitted

at an excessive rate and the congestion is at or

above the predetermined value, dropping the data

packet before it is transmitted from the switch

node.

(811 Patent, col. 14, 11. 1-13). For the reasons that follow,
the Court construes the disputed terms as follows:

-“preparing to transmit the data packet” is construed
to mean accessing the header of a packet to make a decision on
where to send the packet and to obtain the marking field.
Newbridge contends that this phrase should be defined to mean
“that the data packet is at the transmit side of a buffer and is
being made ready for sending to its next destination.” (D.I. 547
at 20). 1In other words, Newbridge’s proposed construction would
limit this phrase to “output dropping” which is dropping
performed on the output side of the buffer. After reviewing the
claim language and the specification, the Court concludes that
Newbridge’s construction would exclude the preferred embodiment,
because the preferred embodiment drops packets before they are
placed in a buffer. The Court’s construction of this phrase is

supported by the specification, which explains:

[Tlhe packet proceeds through the access node 20 of
FIG. 1 to an output controller before being put into an

15



output buffer associated with the output link, through
which the packet is to be transmitted. At that time,
the information in the packet header field, reserved
for the marking signal, is forwarded to a packet
dropping logic circuit 53 . . .”

(*811 Patent, col. 8, 11. 40-49) (emphasis added).

“determining whether or not the data packet is marked
as being transmitted at an excessive rate” is construed to mean
determining whether the packet is marked in a network environment
where marking is being performed to designate those packets that
are transmitted at excessive rates. According to Newbridge, this
phrase should be construed to require the claimed dropping method
to be able to conclude from the marking information why the
packet was marked. After reviewing the specification of the ‘811
Patent, the Court concludes that Newbridge’s construction would
exclude the preferred embodiment, which merely checks to see if
the packet is marked without engaging in additional processes to
determine the reason for the marking. The Court’s construction
is also supported by the specification which explains that
marking can occur as a result of a special service where all of a
customer’s packets are marked. These special service packets are
treated like other marked packets, which indicates that the
dropping function described in the specification does not
determine the reason for marking. (‘811 Patent, col. 10, 11. 62-
64) . Accordingly, the Court’s construction of this phrase

embraces the Patent’s preferred embodiment and is consistent with

16



the specification.

“evaluating congestion at the switch node” is
construed to mean evaluating congestion anywhere within the
switch node. According to Newbridge, a construction of this
phrase “requires a determination of the congestion at the point
in the switch node at which the dropping decision will be made on
a data packet which has been prepared for transmission from the
switch node.” (D.I. 547 at 25). After reviewing the claim
language and the specification, the Court concludes that the
phrase is not limited in the manner in which Newbridge suggests.
The phrase “at the switch node” indicates that this evaluation
takes place at the switch node, but does not require that the
evaluation be at a specific point at the switch node. Moreover,
the specification suggests that there are nodes with multiple
gueuing points such that independent congestion evaluations at
multiple buffers within the node are not excluded. ('811 Patent,
col. 1, 11. 53-61). Accordingly, the Court declines to limit the
phrase in the manner suggested by Newbridge.

2. Claim 12 of the ‘811 Patent
Claim 12 of the '811 Patent is also directed to a method for
dropping a data packet in a node of a packet-switching network;
however, Claim 12 also includes steps directed to the marking of
the packets. 1In full, with the disputed terms highlighted, Claim

12 of the ‘811 Patents provides:

17



A method for dropping a data packet to be transmitted
from a switch node in a packet switching network, the
method comprising the steps of:

a. segregating data packets transmitted by one
customer into the network;

b. marking that one customer’s data packets as being
transmitted into the network at an excessive rate;

c. preparing to transmit one of that customer’s data
packets;

d. determining whether or not the one data packet is
marked;

e. evaluating congestion at an output of the switch
node;

f. determining whether or not congestion at the
switch node is at or above a predetermined value;
and

g. if the one data packet is marked as being

transmitted at an excessive rate and the
congestion at the switch node is at or above the
predetermined value, dropping the packet.
(811 Patent, col. 14, 11. 24-43). For the reasons that follow,
the Court construes the disputed terms as follows:

“marking that one customer's data packets as being
transmitted into the network at an excessive rate” is construed
to mean monitoring the transmission of a customer’s data packets
and marking those packets that are being transmitted at an
excessive rate. Newbridge contends that this phrase should be
construed to require the switching node to mark “all packets

received by the switching node as if they were being transmitted

at an excessive rate.” (D.I. 547 at 30). 1In other words, “the

18



marking is done regardless of whether the received packet is
actually being transmitted at an excessive rate.” (D.I. 547 at
30). After reviewing the express language of the claim and the
specification, the Court disagrees with Newbridge'’s proposed
construction. Newbridge’s construction corresponds to the
“special service” marking described in the specification of the
‘811 Patent, in which all of a customer’s packets are marked
prior to transmission. However, this section of the
specification does not refer to marking packets transmitted at an
excessive rate, a requirement expressed in the plain language of
the claim. In addition, the Court’s construction is supported by
the specification which discloses a congestion control scheme
“directed toward monitoring and marking selected customer data
packets and eliminating or dropping from further transmission
through the network marked data packets whenever and wherever
they encounter a congestion condition. (‘811 Patent, col. 5, 11.
37-41) (emphasis added). Further, the specification explains

that the packets are selected for marking by “monitoring the

bandwidth of a customer and . . . marking that customer’s packets
when the customer’s subscribed bandwidth is exceeded.” (%“811
Patent, col. 5, 11. 54-57). This “monitoring is accomplished by

an algorithm which determines whether or not the individual

customer . . . 1is transmitting at an excessive rate.” (*811

Patent, col. 6, 11. 21-24) (emphasis added). Accordingly, the

19



Court’s construction is consistent with the plain language of
Claim 12 and the ‘811 Patent’s specification.

- “preparing to transmit one of that customer's data
packets” is construed to mean accessing the header of a packet to
make a decision on where to send the packet and to obtain the
marking field. The Court’s rationale for the construction of
this phrase is the same as that set forth in the context of the
similar phrase in Claim 10 of the Eckberg '811 Patent.

- “evaluating congestion at an output of the switch
node” is construed to mean evaluating congestion anywhere within
the output of the switch node. The Court’s rationale for the
construction of this phrase is the same as that set forth in the
context of the similar phrase in Claim 10 of the Eckberg '811
Patent.

C. Cheng ‘174
1. Claim 8 of the ‘174 patent
In full, with the disputed terms highlighted, Claim 8 of the
‘174 Patent provides:

Apparatus for receiving input digital data coded using
an error correction code, said apparatus comprising

error correcting circuit (ECC) means for detecting one
or more errors and for correcting a single-bit error in
the received data using said error correction code,

error detecting circuit (EDC) means for detecting one

or more errors in the received data using said error
correction code,

20



means for deriving an error signal in a predetermined
manner from said received data, and

switch means responsive to the absence of an error

signal received from said deriving means for switching

the detecting of said received data from said EDC means

to said ECC means and responsive to the presence of

said error signal for switching the detecting of said

received data from said ECC means to said EDC means.
(174 Patent, col. 12, 11. 7-25). For the following reasons, the
Court construed the disputed terms as follows.

- “error correcting circuit (ECC) means for detecting
one or more errors and for correcting a single-bit error in the
received data using said error correction code” is a means plus
function element. The function of this element is to detect one
or more errors and correct a single-bit error using the
correction code. The structure associated with this element is a
syndrome circuit 700, remainder list and comparison circuit 803,
and received word store and correct circuit 805 of Figure 8. For
the most part, the parties agree with the function of this
element as stated by the Court*; however, the parties disagree

with the corresponding structures identified by the Court.

Specifically, Newbridge contends that the only possible

4 Newbridge’s proposed function for this element is “[t]o

detect one or more errors and to correct single bit errors.” The
Court’s construction, though similar is more accurate, because it
takes into account the complete language of the element.
Specifically, the Court’s claim construction acknowledges that
the correcting is done using the “error correction code” as
expressly stated in the claim language.

21



corresponding structure to this claim language is element 107 of
Figure 1 of the Cheng ‘174 Patent. After reviewing the
specification of the Cheng Patent, the Court concludes that
Figure 1 is a functional diagram of the invention which does not
show a specific embodiment of the invention. (‘174 Patent, col.
2, 11. 31-33; col. 3, 11. 37-40). 1In contrast, the specification
explains that the specific embodiment is depicted in Figure 8.
(*174 Patent, col. 7, 11. 14-16). Explaining Figure 8 in more
detail, the specification indicates that the specific structures
associated with the decoder that performs the function
contemplated by this element is the syndrome circuit 700,
remainder list and comparison circuit 803 and received word store
and correct circuit 805. (‘174 Patent, col. 7, 11. 16-20, 21-
24) . Accordingly, the Court’s claim construction is consistent
with the specification and the specific embodiment of the
invention.

- “error detecting circuit (EDC) means for detecting
one or more errors in the received data using said error
correction code” is a means-plus-function element. The function
of this element is to detect one or more errors using the same
error correction code used by the ECC. The structure associated
with this element is the same syndrome circuit used by the ECC.
As with the previous element, the parties’ dispute centers on the

structures associated with this element. Again, Newbridge
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advances an element of Figure 1 of the Cheng Patent, specifically
element 108 of Figure 1, as the corresponding structure. For the
reasons discussed in the context of the previous element, the
Court disagrees with the reference to Figure 1. The
specification again indicates that the specific embodiment
associated with this element is shown in Figure 8. Further, the
specification expressly states that “the EDC (108 of FIG. 1)
includes the syndrome circuit 700,” i.e. the same syndrome
circuit associated with the ECC means. Because the specification
actually states the structures comprising the illustrative
depiction of element 108 in Figure 1, the Court declines to
accept what i1s essentially a more general reference to Figure 1.
- “means for deriving an error signal” is a means-plus-
function element. The function of this element is to derive an
error signal. The structure associated with this element is the
syndrome circuit. The Court’s ruling concerning the function of
this element is consistent with the plain language of the element
and thus, needs no further explanation. With regard to the
structure associated with this element, the parties’ dispute is
essentially similar to the dispute regarding the structures of
the previous elements. Newbridge contends that the syndrome
circuit used in the ECC and EDC circuits shown in Figure 1 is the
correct structure. Lucent contends that the corresponding

element is not multiple syndrome circuits, but only one syndrome
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circuit, because the same syndrome circuit is used for both the
ECC and EDC means. For the reasons discussed previously, the
Court disagrees that Figure 1 is the appropriate depiction of the
structure associated with this element. Further, as discussed
previously, the Court has concluded that the same syndrome
circuit is used for the ECC and EDC means. Accordingly, the
Court rejects a proposed structure that would refer to multiple
syndrome circuits.

- “switch means responsive to the absence of an error
signal received from said deriving means for switching the
detecting of said received data from said EDC means to said ECC
means” is a means-plus-function element. The function of this
element is to switch to and from the detecting of errors in the
ECC means and the detecting of errors in the EDC means. The
structure associated with this element is control unit 810 of
Figure 8. Newbridge contends that the function associated with
this element is “[t]o control the routing of data to the inputs
of the ECC and EDC circuits.” (D.I. 569 at 20). After reviewing
the claim language and the specification, the Court concludes
first, that Claim 8 expressly states that the “switch means” is
“for switching the detecting of said received data,” not the data
itself. Further, the language of Claim 13 expressly provides for
“gating” or routing to different means. Claim 8 does not contain

such similar language and to read Claim 8 to include such
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language would undermine that which is claimed in Claim 13. In
addition to the claim language, the Court notes that its
construction is supported by the specification. (‘174 Patent,
col. 7, 11. 28-30). 1Indeed, Newbridge’s proposed function for
this element rests on the presumption that the EDC and ECC
circuits are separate such that routing to and from the EDC and
ECC means is required. However, as discussed in the context of
the Court’s claim construction for the EDC and ECC means, the
syndrome circuit 700 is part of both the ECC and EDC means, and
therefore, such routing is not required.

As for the structure associated with this function,
Newbridge again directs the Court to an element depicted in
Figure 1, specifically, switch 110. For the reasons discussed
previously, the Court does not accept a reference to Figure 1 as
providing an accurate description of the corresponding
structures. Rather, the Court is persuaded by the fact that the
specification specifically states that “[t]lhe control block and
switch functionally shown as 109 and 110, respectively, in FIG. 1
are embodied in control unit 810 in FIG. 8.” (‘174 Patent, col.
7, 11. 36-38). In the Court’s view, its identification of
control unit 810 as the corresponding structure is consistent
with the specific embodiment of the ‘174 Patent.

2. Claim 9 and Claim 16 of the ‘174 patent

Because Claim 9 and 16 of the Cheng ‘174 Patent are
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dependent on Claim 8, the Court concludes that they should be
read in a manner consistent with Claim 8. Accordingly, the

rationale and constructions set forth with respect to Claim 8
apply equally with respect to Claim 9 and Claim 16 of the ‘174

Patent.

26



D. Petr ‘087
1. Claim 1 of the ‘087 Patent
Claim 1 of the ‘087 Patent is directed to an ADPCM encoder.
In full, with the disputed terms highlighted, Claim 1 of the ‘087
Patent reads:

A coder (100) for converting a linear input signal
representative of encoded speech, voiceband data or
tone signals into a quantized differential PCM output
signal, the input signal being coupled to the input of
a difference circuit (11) along with a signal estimate
of said input signal to obtain a difference signal
indicative of the difference therebetween, a predictor
means (12) for producing said signal estimate, an
adaptive quantizing means (DLQ) for receiving said
difference signal and providing at its output a
qgquantized version of the difference signal, and means
(17) for adding said quantized version of the
difference signal with said signal estimate and
coupling the sum to the input of said predictor means,

said adaptive quantizing means being characterized
by,

means (FIG. 2) for dynamically controlling said
adaptive quantizing means speed of adaption including,
means for producing a fast speed of adaptation when the
input signal represents speech signals and a slow speed
of adaptation when the input signal represents encoded
voiceband data or tone signals.

(1087 Patent, col. 8, 1. 49-col. 9, 1. 3). The Court construes,

for the reasons stated, the disputed terms as follows:

- “predictor means” is a means-plus-function element.
The function of this element is to produce a signal estimate of
an input signal to obtain a signal indicative of the difference
between a linear input signal and a quantized differential PCM
output signal. The structure associated with this function is a
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four-pole adaptive predictor as well as alternative predictor
structures incorporated by reference into the Patent. Lucent
contends that the function of this element is to provide an
estimate of the current signal value based on past values. After
reviewing the claim language, the Court concludes that its
construction is more appropriate, because it is derived from the
express language of the claim, which defines “said signal
estimate.”

As for the corresponding structure, Newbridge directs the
Court to Figure 4. The specification, however, indicates that
Newbridge is only partially correct. According to the express
language of the specification, the corresponding structure
consists of an example four-pole adaptive predictor as well as
alternative predictor structures disclosed in the Gibison article
incorporated by reference into the Patent. (1087 Patent, col. 6,
1.9-col.7, 1.17). Accordingly, the Court is persuaded that its
claim construction is consistent with the specification.

- “adaptive quantizing means” is a means-plus-function
element. The function of this element is to receive the
difference signal and output a quantized version of said
difference signal. The structure associated with this function
is depicted in Figure 1 of the patent and consists of the
quantizer, inverse quantizer, and Q adaptation circuit. In

construing this term, the Court has concluded that the adaptive

28



gquantizing means is not limited to the 4-bit system described in
the Patent. The parties essentially agree on the function of
this element as construed by the Court; however, the parties
disagree as to the structure associated with this function.
Specifically, Newbridge contends that the adaptive quantizing
means is limited to the 4-bit system described in the preferred
embodiment. However, the specification expressly states that
“the invention is in no way limited to any particular non-uniform
quantizer; in fact, some applications could call for a uniform
quantizer.” (‘087 Patent, col. 8, 11. 26-28). Further, the
specification describes a 4-bit system as an example, but
expressly foresees other possible values. (‘087 Patent, col. 2,
1. 51-54). Given the express language of the specification, the
Court declines to limit the invention to the preferred
embodiment.

- The paragraph beginning ... “means (FIG. 2) for
dynamically controlling” is a means-plus-function element. The
function of this element is to control the adaptation of the
guantizer such that there is a fast speed of adaptation where the
input signal represents speech signals and a slow speed of
adaptation when the input signal represents encoded voiceband
data or tone signals. The structure associated with this
function is depicted in Figures 2, 3, and 5 and described in the

specification at Column 4, line 20 to Column 6, line 8.
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Newbridge contends that the function of this element is
“[d]lynamically controlling DLQ’s speed of quantizing.” However,
the Court is persuaded that its construction is more complete in
that it takes into account the full language of the claim,
thereby explaining what the “dynamically controlling” phrase
actually means. In addition, the Court’s description of the
function of this element is consistent with the specification.
(‘087 Patent, col. 5, 11. 52-59).

As for the structure corresponding to this function, the
parties agree that Figure 2 is involved; however, Lucent also
contends that Figures 3 and 5 are involved, as described in col.
4, 1. 20-col. 6, 1.8. After reviewing the specification, the
Court agrees with Lucent, because its proposal more fully
considers the details set forth in the specification.

2. Claim 8 of the ‘'087 Patent

Claim 8 of the '087 Patent is directed to an ADPCM decoder.
In full, with the disputed language highlighted, Claim 8
provides:

A decoder (101) for converting a quantized n-bit

differential PCM input signal (I’) representative of

encoded speech, voiceband data or tone signals into a

linear output signal (r’) comprising inverse adaptive

quantizer means (115) for receiving said input signal

and providing at its output a quantized version of the

original difference signal that was encoded into said

n-bit differential PCM signal, said decoder being

characterized by, means (116) coupled to the input and

to the output of said inverse adaptive quantizer means

for dynamically controlling the adaptive inverse
quantizer means to achieve a fast speed of adaptation
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when the differential PCM input signal represents
speech signals and a slow speed of adaptation when the
differential PCM input signal represents voiceband data
or tone signals.
(1087 Patent, col. 9, 11. 20-35). For the reasons that follow,
the Court construes the disputed terms as follows.

“means (116) coupled to the input and to the output
of said inverse adaptive quantizer means and for dynamically
controlling the adaptive inverse quantizer means” should be
construed consistently with the similar language found in Claim 1
of the Patent. Accordingly, the Court’s rationale discussed in
the context of Claim 1 applies equally with respect to Claim 8 of
the ‘087 Patent.

E. Arpin ‘136

1. Claim 1 of the ‘136 patent

Claim 1 of the Arpin ‘136 Patent is directed to an apparatus
for configuring port circuits in a communication system. 1In
full, with the disputed terms highlighted, Claim 1 provides:

A communication system comprising a controller

connected to one or more port circuits for providing

communications between trunks and lines connected to

said one or more port circuits, said system further

comprising:

feature defining means at each of said port circuits
for storing operating parameters defining a plurality
of features which can be performed thereat, and

reporting means at each of said port circuits
responsive to a predetermined status condition thereat
for reporting its identification type code to said
controller and
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said controller including

memory means for storing predetermined operating
parameters defining one of said plurality of features
to be performed at each type of said port circuits
connected to said system and

means connected to said memory means and responsive to

the receipt of said type code from each reporting port

circuit for accessing said memory means using said type

code and for sending predetermined operating parameters

to said each reporting port circuit thereby defining

one of said plurality of features to be performed

thereat.
(‘136 Patent, col. 10, 11. 4-27). For the reasons discussed, the
Court construes the disputed terms as follows.

“communication system” is construed to mean a system
for communicating information. The Court’s construction of this
phrase is consistent with its plain meaning. Accordingly,
further explanation for the Court’s construction is not required.

“connected” is construed to mean to join. Newbridge
proposes a construction of the term “connected” which limits the
term to mean “electrically connected,” i.e. “jointed together in
a manner that allows electrical signals to flow between the
components.” (D.I. 547 at 48). After reviewing the
specification, the Court concludes that the specification refers
to both electrical and physical connections, and therefore, the
Court declines to limit the term “connect” to a definition with

only electrical implications. (‘136 Patent, FIG. 1, col. 10, 11.

6-7 (describing connection of physical cables, trunks and lines);
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col. 10, 11. 4-5 (describing “electrical connection” between
controller and port circuits). Accordingly, the Court concludes
that the construction of the term “connected” should be given its
ordinary, plain meaning.

“feature defining means at each of said port circuits
for storing operating parameters defining a plurality of features
which can be performed thereat” is a means-plus-function element.
The function of this element is to store operating parameters
defining a plurality of features which can be performed thereat.
The structure associated with this function is a memory, such as
Random Access Memory (RAM). The phrase “at each of said port
circuits” does not require that each port circuit have its own
separate feature defining means. The term “features” refers to
user-selectable functions.

The parties agree to the function of this element as
construed by the Court. (D.I. 568 at 42). However, the parties’
disagree as to the structure corresponding to this function.
Newbridge contends that no structure is clearly identified in the
Patent, rendering the claim indefinite. On the other hand,
Lucent contends that the structure is “memory, such as random
access memory (RAM).” (D.I. 568 at 42). After reviewing the
Patent’s specification, the Court agrees with Lucent. Indeed,
the specification expressly states that the storage of the

operating parameters contemplated by this element is in such
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memory as RAM memory. (‘136 Patent, col. 3, 11. 14-20, 6-9).

With regard to the phrase “at each of said port circuits,”
Newbridge contends that this phrase requires each of the port
circuits to have its own separate defining means. After
reviewing the specification, the Court concludes that this
construction is not supported by the Patent. Specifically, the
specification and the preferred embodiment of the invention shows
and describes port boards having multiple port circuits and a
single memory at the port circuits for storing operating
parameters. (‘136 Patent, col. 3, 11. 18-20, 36-38).

With regard to the term “features,” the Court concludes that
this refers to “user-selectable functions.” Newbridge contends
that this term is not limited to user-selectable functions.

After reviewing the specification, the Court concludes that its
definition of the term “features” is consistent with the
specification and the purpose of the '136 patent, i.e. to reduce
or eliminate the amount of user selection of features that must
be performed when a communication system is initialized or reset.
(‘136 Patent, col. 4, 11. 50-54, col. 5, 11. 57-61).

“reporting means at each of said port circuits” is a
means-plus-function element. The function of this element is
reporting. The structure associated with this element is a port
microprocessor 205 for providing the identification type code to

the controller and associated memory for storing the
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identification type code. The phrase “at each of said port
circuits” does not require that each port circuit have its own
separate reporting means.

The parties appear to agree with the Court’s construction of
the function of this element. (D.I. 568 at 44). However, the
parties’ primary dispute again centers on the structures
corresponding to this function. Newbridge contends that the
structure for this element is not clearly identified in the
specification. On the other hand, Lucent identifies the port
microprocessor 205 as the corresponding structure. After
reviewing the specification in light of the language of the
claim, the Court agrees with Lucent. Specifically, the
specification explains:

[Wlhen port board 200 receives a reset message from CPU

101, reset circuit 210 causes port microprocessor 205

to initialize and send a report to CPU 101 identifying

the model type or ID code of port board 200. As will

be discussed in a later paragraph, CPU 101, in response

to a report from a port board, sends predetermined

default operating parameters to the reporting port

board. The port microprocessor 205 utilizes the

operating parameters to set up particular communication
characteristics for the port circuits.

(*136 Patent, col. 3, 11. 58-67) (emphasis added).

“‘memory means for storing predetermined operating
parameters defining one of said plurality of features to be
performed at each type of said port circuits connected to said
system” is a means-plus-function element. The function of this

element is storing predetermined operating parameters. The
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structure associated with this element is memory associated
either internally or externally with central call processor unit
101.

The parties agree with the Court’s construction of the
function of this element. However, the parties’ disagreement
centers on the structures identified with this function.
Newbridge contends that the structures are not clearly identified
in the patent, rendering the claim indefinite. Lucent contends
that the structure associated with this function is the memory
associated with central processor unit 101. After reviewing the
specification, the Court finds that the specification explains
that the central call processing unit 101 stores the operating
parameters that correspond to the features to be performed at the
port circuits. When the system is configured, the controller
accesses this information in order to retrieve the operating
parameters, which are then sent to the appropriate port circuits.
(*136 Patent, col. 2, 11. 18-22, 48-52). Accordingly, the Court
concludes that its construction is consistent with the Patent’s
specification.

“means connected to said memory means and responsive
to the receipt of said type code from each reporting port circuit
for accessing said memory means using said type code and for
sending predetermined operating parameters to said each reporting

port circuit thereby defining one of said plurality of features
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to be performed ther[elat” is a means-plus-function element.
Originally, the Court construed the function of this element as
accessing the memory means and sending predetermined operating
parameters. The Court also identified the structure associated
with this element as the microprocessor associated with the
central call processor unit 101, which executes programs to
perform the accessing and the sending of the operating parameter.
The Court’s construction of this element, however, requires
clarification. Specifically, the Court’s construction of this

element should have been “accessing the memory means using said

type code and sending predetermined operating parameters.”
(emphasis added). This construction is consistent with the plain
language of the claim, and with the constructions proposed by
both parties. (D.I. 568 at 46; D.I. 547 at 55).

Primarily the parties’ dispute again centers of the question
of identifying the corresponding structures associated with the
function of this claim element. Newbridge contends that the
structure is not clearly identified in the specification,
rendering the claim invalid as indefinite. Lucent contends that
the corresponding structure is the central call processor unit
101 in Figure 1. After reviewing the specification, the Court
agrees with Lucent. The specification explains:

More particularly, when power is applied or in response

to a reset signal, each circuit board systematically

reports its identification type (ID) code to the system
controller which then accesses option tables in memory
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using the board ID code to obtain predetermined
operating parameters which are sent to and which define
one or more features to be performed at the associated
circuit board.

(136 Patent, col. 1, 11. 40-47).

* * *

The system controller includes a central call processor
unit (CPU) 101, which connects over a processor bus 102
to read-only memory (ROM) 103.

(136 Patent, col. 2, 11. 18-20).

* * *

As will be discussed in a later paragraph, CPU 101, in
response to a report from a port board, sends
predetermined default operating parameters to the
reporting port board.
(*136 Patent, col. 3, 11. 62-65). Accordingly, the Court’s
construction of this element is consistent with language of the
Claim and the specification of the Patent.
2. Claim 4 of the ‘136 Patent
Because Claim 4 did not contain any separately disputed
terms, the Court did not construe any additional elements with
respect to Claim 4. Accordingly, Claim 4 should be construed
consistently with its dependent claim, Claim 1.
3. Claim 10 of the ‘136 patent
In full, with the disputed term highlighted, Claim 10

provides:

A method of self-initializing a communication system
comprising a controller connected to one or more port
circuits for providing communications between trunks
and lines connected to said one or more port circuits,
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said method comprising:
storing in a system memory predetermined operating
parameters according to port circuit type code, said
predetermined operating parameters defining a plurality
of features which can be performed by each port circuit
in the system;
reporting to said controller when a predetermined
status condition exists at a port circuit, said report
specifying the type code of said reporting circuit;
controller accessing of said system memory to obtain
the stored predetermined operating parameters using
said reporting port circuit type code specified in said
reporting step;
sending said predetermined operating parameters from
said controller to said reporting port circuit; and
receiving and storing said predetermined operating
parameters defining one of said plurality of features
to be performed by said reporting port circuits.
(*136 Patent, col. 12, 11. 1-24). For the following reasons, the
Court construes the disputed term as follows.
“self initializing” is construed to allow human

intervention. Newbridge contends that this phrase should be
construed to mean that “the communication system automatically
initializes port circuits without human intervention,” including
working through a keyboard. After reviewing the specification of
the ‘136 Patent, however, the Court disagrees with Newbridge.
Indeed, the specification contemplates that type of human
intervention which Newbridge seeks to exclude. Specifically, the
specification provides: “The CAU also enables a customer to
manually input or change the operating parameters of the system

ports.” (Y136 Patent, col. 2, 11. 24-26). A CAU is a customer
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access unit, such as a keyboard.

DISCUSSION
I. Newbridge’s Renewed Motion for Judgment as a Matter of Law
A. Legal Standard For Judgment As A Matter Of Law

To prevail on a renewed motion for judgment as a matter of
law following a jury trial, the moving party “‘must show that the
jury’s findings, presumed or express are not supported by
substantial evidence or, if they were, that the legal conclusions

implied [by] the jury’s verdict cannot in law be supported by

those findings.’” Pannu v. Iolab Corp., 155 F.3d 1344, 1348
(Fed. Cir. 1998) (quoting Perkin-Elmer Corp. v. Computervision
Corp., 732 F.2d 888, 893 (Fed. Cir. 1984)). 1In assessing the

sufficiency of the evidence, the court must give the non-moving
party, “as [the] verdict winner, the benefit of all logical
inferences that could be drawn from the evidence presented,
resolve all conflicts in the evidence in his favor, and in
general, view the record in the light most favorable to him.”

Williamson v. Consolidated Rail Corp., 926 F.2d 1344, 1348 (3d

Cir.), reh’g en banc denied, 1991 U.S. App. LEXIS 16758 (3d Cir.

1991); Perkin-Elmer Corp, 732 F.2d at 893. 1In sum, the court

must determine whether the evidence reasonably supports the

jury’s verdict. See Dawn Equip. Co. v. Kentucky Farms, Inc., 140
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F.3d 1009, 1014 (Fed. Cir. 1998); 9A Wright & Miller, Federal

Practice & Procedure § 2524 at 249-266 (3d ed. 1995) (“The

question is not whether there is literally no evidence supporting
the party against whom the motion is directed, but whether there
is evidence upon which the jury properly could find a verdict for
that party.”)
B. Whether Newbridge Is Entitled To A Judgment Of
Noninfringement As A Matter Of Law Regarding Claim 12

of the Eckberg '810 Patent Under The Doctrine Of
Equivalents

The jury returned a verdict in favor of Lucent on its claim
that Newbridge induced infringement by its customers of Claim 12
of the Eckberg ‘810 patent under the doctrine of equivalents. By
its Renewed Motion For Judgment As A Matter Of Law, Newbridge
raises five challenges to the jury’s finding. Specifically,
Newbridge contends that (1) the opinion of Lucent’s expert, Dr.
Guerin, was not based on the Court’s claim construction of claim

12, and therefore his opinion does not constitute substantial

evidence to support the jury’s verdict; (2) Dr.Guerin’s analysis
ignored the “incrementing the count . . . by a constant” element
of claim 12; (3) Lucent failed to present particularized

testimony and linking arguments as required to support a finding
of infringement under the doctrine of equivalents; (4) because
there is no substantial evidence of direct infringement of claim
12 by Newbridge, there can be no finding of inducement to

infringe by Newbridge; and (5) Lucent failed to perform a
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hypothetical claim analysis. The Court will address each of

Newbridge’s arguments in turn.

1. Whether Dr. Guerin’s opinion was based on the
Court’s construction of Claim 12

In arguing that Dr. Guerin’s opinion was not based on the
application of the Court’s claim construction as it relates to
Claim 12, Newbridge focuses on the phrase “accumulating a count
of bytes of data arriving at a node per interval.” ('810 Patent,
col. 14, 11. 12-13). Newbridge points out that the Court
construed the phrase “accumulating a count of bytes of data
arriving at a node per interval” to mean “maintaining a count of
bytes that have arrived at a node over a period of time.” (D.I.
602 at 18). However, Newbridge contends that Dr. Guerin did not
apply this construction in his testimony. Instead, Newbridge
contends that Dr. Guerin interpreted the phrase to mean “keeping
track as time evolves of how much we have sent above and beyond
what we’re entitled to.” (D.I. 628 at 9). In support of its
position, Newbridge cites numerous sections of the trial
transcript and a portion of Dr. Guerin’s expert report.>

After reviewing the testimony of Dr. Guerin as it relates to
this element of Claim 12, the Court concludes that Dr. Guerin’s

testimony was consistent with the Court’s claim construction.

> Dr. Guerin’s expert report was not admitted into
evidence or otherwise considered by the jury.
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During his testimony, Dr. Guerin discussed the “accumulating a
count” element using Plaintiff’s Exhibit No. 3161 as a
demonstrative. Exhibit No. 3161 breaks down Claim 12 of the
Eckberg '810 patent into various color codes, one color for each
listed element, lettered (a) through (f). The “accumulating a
count” element is found in step (a), and Dr. Guerin refers to it
at various times as the “first step,” “Step A,” or by its color
on the demonstrative, gray. With regard to this element, Dr.
Guerin testified as follows:

So the first step in Claim 12 is essentially talking

about keeping track of how much you’re sending over

time because rate is, again, keeping track of how much
vou’'re sending over some amount of time.

* * *

So what Step A corresponds to is keeping track of how
much you’ve sent over time. So that’s what we’re
trying to do accumulating the amount of bytes, so we’re
accumulating the amount of data that is being sent
arriving at a node interval.

(Tr. at 397-398). Based on this testimony, the Court finds that
Dr. Guerin applied the same construction adopted by the Court,
i.e. maintaining a count of bytes that have arrived at a node
over a period of time.

As for that portion of Dr. Guerin’s testimony in which he
discusses “keeping track as time evolves of how much we have sent
above and beyond what we’re entitled to,” the Court concludes
that Dr. Guerin’s testimony was providing context to step (a) in

view of the overall marking algorithm, not improperly
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interpreting the claim. For example, Dr. Guerin was asked and
responded as follows:

Q: Let’s talk about the intervals of Step A and the
intervals in the virtual scheduling algorithm. Were
they identical?

A: No ... [wlhat we're trying to do here is keep track
of how much faster you’re sending than what you’re
entitled to. And so what the count that was described
in this claim is that each time you get a packet
through adding, like each time you write a check,
adding to what you spent.

(Tr. at 417) (emphasis added). Thus, taken in context and in
total, the Court concludes that Dr. Guerin’s testimony was not at
odds with the Court’s claim construction.

2. Whether Dr. Guerin ignored the “incrementing the
count ... by a constant” element in his claim
construction analysis

Newbridge next contends that Dr. Guerin ignored the
“incrementing the count in the accumulator by a constant” element
in his claim construction analysis. Newbridge directs the Court
to that portion of Dr. Guerin’s testimony in which he states,
“[i]f you don’'t have that kind of limitation you can just ignore
that and make that zero.” (Tr. at 403).

In its Answering Brief, Lucent contends that Newbridge’'s
argument is a rehash of its claim construction argument that this
requires the addition of a non-zero constant, also referred to as
“k.” (D.I. 645 at 6.) Lucent contends that the Court rejected

Newbridge’s construction when the Court construed the phrase

“incrementing the count in the accumulator by a constant” to
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encompass a constant whose range is typically between 0 and 1000.

In response to Lucent’s position, Newbridge contends that
the Court’s construction requires a non-zero constant, because a
range between 0 and 1000 does not include 0 or 1000. (D.I. 656 at
8) . Thus, Newbridge reiterates its position that Dr. Guerin
ignored this limitation in his claim construction analysis by
“mak [ing] that zero.” (Tr. at 403).

In its claim construction, the Court expressly stated that
the range is “typically” between 0 and 1000. The Court’s use of
the term “typically” indicates that although the 0 to 1000 range
for the constant is the ordinary case, it is not always the case.
Thus, in the Court’s view, Dr. Guerin did not ignore the Court’s
claim construction in his testimony relating to Claim 12 of the
Eckberg ‘810 Patent.

3. Whether Lucent’s evidence satisfied the Lear
Siegler standard of particularized testimony and
linking argument

Both in its argument related to the constant element and in
a separate argument directed at Claim 12 as a whole, Newbridge
contends that Lucent failed to provide sufficient “particularized
testimony and linking argument” to support the jury’s finding of
infringement under Claim 12. With respect to step (d) of claim
12, Newbridge contends that Dr. Guerin’s testimony failed to
explain how any of Newbridge’s products increment the “count” by

a constant of any value or have an equivalent means of imposing a
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“penalty per packet.”® To this effect, Newbridge contends that
Dr. Guerin failed to demonstrate that step (d) of Claim 12 is
present either literally or equivalently in Newbridge'’s accused
products. (D.I. 628 at 9-11).

With respect to the other elements in Claim 12, Newbridge
further contends that Dr. Guerin’s testimony was imprecise,
generalized and conclusory. Accordingly, Newbridge contends that
Lucent failed to establish infringement under the doctrine of
equivalents.

In response to Newbridge’s argument, Lucent contends that it
presented its case of infringement under Claim 12 solely under
the doctrine of equivalents theory. Thus, Lucent contends that
all of the testimony and evidence related to this claim was
directed to infringement under the doctrine of equivalents. To
this effect, Lucent points out that the particularized testimony

and linking argument requirement of Lear Siegler has never been

used to vacate a jury verdict based on an “equivalents only”
case.

Under the doctrine of equivalents, an accused device which
does not literally infringe a patent, may still be found to
infringe if the differences between the claimed invention and the

accused device are “insubstantial.” Warner-Jenkinson Co. V.

6 For simplicity, the Court will refer to the constant

representing a byte penalty per packet as the “constant feature.”

46



Hilton Davis Chem. Co., 520 U.S. 17 (1997). To prove

infringement under the doctrine of equivalents, the Court of
Appeals for the Federal Circuit has established specific
evidentiary requirements, including the need to prove equivalency
on a limitation by limitation basis and the need for

particularized testimony and linking argument. Texas Instruments

Incorporated v. Cypress Semiconductor Corporation, 90 F.3d 1558,

1566 (Fed. Cir. 1996); Lear Siegler, Inc. v. Sealy Mattress Co.,

873 F.2d 1422 (Fed. Cir. 1989). Because the doctrine of
equivalents is simple to articulate, but conceptually difficult
to apply, these evidentiary requirements are particularly
important so as to provide the fact-finder with a framework for

making its decision. Texas Instruments 90 F.3d at 1567.

Generalized testimony as to the overall similarities between a
patent’s claims and an accused product or process is insufficient
to establish infringement under the doctrine of equivalents.
Rather, particularized testimony and linking argument as to the
“insubstantiality of the differences” between the patented
invention and the accused device or process must be presented to
the fact-finder. Id. “The determination of whether the
differences between the claimed invention and the accused device
are insubstantial involves the question of whether ‘the element
of the accused device at issue performs substantially the same

function in substantially the same way, to achieve substantially
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the same result, as the limitation at issue in the claim.’”

LifeScan Inc. v. Home Diagnostics, Inc., 103 F. Supp.2d 345, 359

(D. Del. 2000) (guoting Dawn Equip. Co. v. Kentucky Farms, Inc.,
140 F.3d 1009, 1016 (Fed. Cir. 1998)). Although the
function/way/result inquiry is not the sole “test for
equivalency” and the testimony and evidence need not conform to
this “test” linguistically, the testimony and evidence must still
address (1) whether the accused product or process contains each
element of the claimed invention, identically or equivalently,
and (2) whether any differences between the claimed invention and
accused product are insubstantial. Id. (citations omitted).
Reviewing the testimony of Dr. Guerin, the Court concludes
that Dr. Guerin’s testimony was sufficient to satisfy the Lear
Siegler requirement of particularized testimony. Dr. Guerin
explained each element of Claim 12 of the Eckberg ‘810 Patent,
and thoroughly explained how each element was present by
equivalents in the accused products and opined that any
differences between the patented invention and the accused device
were insubstantial. (Tr. 423-424, 441-443, 453-454). 1In
addition to the testimony of Dr. Guerin, Lucent introduced
documentary evidence demonstrating that those skilled in the art,
including Newbridge, considered the claimed steps to be
equivalent to the steps performed by Newbridge’s accused

products. Newbridge contends that Lucent improperly emphasized
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the lay use of the word “equivalent” in these documents to
suggest equivalence within the meaning of the doctrine of
equivalents. However, equivalence is a question of fact and the
perspective of one skilled in the art is essential to providing
the contours for applying the doctrine of equivalents. See

Warner-Jenkinson Co., 520 U.S. at 37. Given the testimony of Dr.

Guerin and the documentary evidence presented by Lucent, the
Court cannot conclude that insufficient evidence supports the
jury’s finding of infringement under the doctrine of equivalents.
4. Whether Lucent presented substantial evidence
demonstrating that Newbridge induced the
infringement of Claim 12
Newbridge next contends that Lucent failed to establish
sufficient evidence to support a finding that Newbridge induced
its customers to infringe Claim 12 of the Eckberg ‘810 patent.
Newbridge correctly points out that one cannot induce
infringement of a patent claim if there is no direct infringement
of the claim. However, Newbridge contends that Lucent failed to
establish any evidence, circumstantial or otherwise, of direct
infringement, because: (1) Lucent failed to provide testimony
identifying the direct infringer(s); (2) the allegedly infringing
features of the accused product are optional; and (3) the
functionality is only enabled if the network provider establishes
a specific type of connection.

The Court is not persuaded by Newbridge’s argument. In
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Moleculon Research Corp. v. CBS, Inc., 793 F.2d 1261, 1272 (Fed.

Cir. 1986), the Federal Circuit concluded that evidence of
extensive puzzle sales of a product capable of use to practice
the patented method and dissemination of instructions teaching
the patented method was sufficient evidence to show direct
infringement. It would be unnecessary, impractical and very
likely impossible for the Moleculon patentee to demonstrate with
direct evidence that each puzzle was used in a way that directly
infringed the patent and not, for example, as a paperweight or a
bookend.” Similarly, the Court will not require Lucent to
introduce direct evidence of the final resting place of each item
sold by Newbridge, where and how it is used, or whether it is
employed in an infringing manner on Monday through Thursday, but
not in the remainder of the week.

In this case, Lucent introduced evidence of sales of the

accused products in the United States and distribution of product

7 Newbridge argues in another portion of its brief that

Moleculon is inapposite because the puzzle in question was only
intended for use as a puzzle, whereas the Newbridge products have
various optional uses, some of which are without question
noninfringing. In the Court’s view, Newbridge’s argument misses
the point of circumstantial evidence. The wet umbrella leads to
the inference that it is raining outside. If in fact the source
of the water is a lawn sprinkler, then the party advancing the
lawn sprinkler theory should introduce appropriate evidence.
Similarly, evidence that a saw could be used to cut concrete in
an infringing manner could be rebutted by evidence that the saw
is never used for that “option.” See Chiuminatta Concrete
Concepts, Inc. v. Cardinal Indus., Inc., 145 F.3d 1303, 1311-12
(Fed. Cir. 1998).
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manuals containing instructions on how to configure the products
in an infringing manner. (Tr. at 533-35; PX 537; PX 1693). 1In
the Court’s view this is adequate circumstantial evidence that
there was direct infringement. To require more than this type of
evidentiary showing would allow the infringer a refuge few

patentees could breach. See e.g. 5 Chisum on Patents, §

17.04[4]1 [f] n.19-20.1 and accompanying text (Supp. 2000).

Because the Court concludes that Lucent presented sufficient
evidence of direct infringement by Newbridge customers, the Court
likewise concludes that sufficient evidence support’s the jury’s
finding of infringement by inducement.

5. Whether Lucent was required to perform a
hypothetical claim analysis

Newbridge next contends that Lucent was required to perform
a hypothetical claim analysis. In support of its argument,
Newbridge relies on Jury Instruction § 3.10.1 which stated, “to
find infringement under the doctrine of equivalents you must find
that the patent owner has proven that he could have obtained from
the Patent Office a hypothetical patent claim similar to the
claim asserted, but broad enough to literally cover the accused
product, or method.” (D.I. 602 at 36).

The “hypothetical patent claim” methodology is useful in
determining whether an asserted range of equivalents under the
doctrine of equivalents is so broad that it would impermissibly

ensnare the prior art. See Wilson Sporting Goods Co. v. David
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Geoffrey & Assoc., 904 F.2d 677 (Fed. Cir. 1990). It is not the

only way to determine the extent that the prior art constrains
the range of equivalents and its use is not mandatory. See

generally 5A Donald S. Chisum, Chisum on Patents, §

18.04[2] [d] [ii] (2000). 1In any event, Newbridge does not contend
that the prior art constrains the doctrine of equivalents with
respect to this claim, and therefore, Lucent was not required to
perform a hypothetical claim analysis. Accordingly, the Court
declines to credit Newbridge’s argument that Lucent was required
to perform a hypothetical claim analysis.

C. Whether Newbridge Is Entitled To A Judgment Of

Noninfringement As A Matter Law Regarding Claim 21 of
the Eckberg ‘810 Patent Under Literal Infringement

The jury returned a verdict in favor of Lucent on its claim
that Newbridge literally infringed Claim 21 of the Eckberg '810
patent. By its Renewed Motion For Judgment As A Matter Of Law,
Newbridge raises three challenges to the jury’s finding.
Specifically, Newbridge contends that (1) Dr. Guerin did not
analyze the structure of the accused Newbridge products vis-a-vis
the structure identified by the Court; (2) Lucent failed to
present particularized testimony and linking argument; and (3)
Lucent failed to present any evidence that there was infringing
activity within the United States with respect to the accused
Newbridge products. The Court will address each of Newbridge’s

arguments in turn.
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1. Whether Dr. Guerin analyzed the structure of the
accused Newbridge products vis-a-vis the structure
identified by the Court

By its Motion, Newbridge contends that Dr. Guerin failed to
base his opinions on the Court’s construction of the third
element of Claim 21 of the Eckberg '810 Patent. Accordingly,
Newbridge contends that Dr. Guerin’s opinion cannot be considered
substantial evidence sufficient to support the jury’s finding of
infringement.

The third element of Claim 21 of the Eckberg '810 Patent
requires a “means for determining the rate at which a packet of
data is being transmitted through the channel and generating a
mark whenever the determined rate is an excessive rate.” ('810
Patent, col. 16, 11. 24-27). The Court construed this element as
a means plus function element and stated

“[tlhe function of this element is to determine the

rate at which a packet of data is being transmitted and

to generate a mark when that rate is an excessive rate.

The structure associated with this element is a logic

circuit depicted in Figure 2 which executes the

algorithms of Figures 3 and 8 along with the update

algorithm of Figure 4.”

(D.I. 602 at 18).

Newbridge contends that Dr. Guerin failed to discuss the
logic circuit depicted in Figure 2, the algorithm of Figure 8 or
the update algorithm of Figure 4 in the context of the accused

products. Newbridge further contends that Dr. Guerin failed to

demonstrate that the accused structure is equivalent to that
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disclosed in the patent and that the function is identical.

After reviewing the relevant portions of Dr. Guerin’s
testimony, it is evident to the Court, that Dr. Guerin addressed
Figures 3, 4 and 8 in his testimony. (Tr. 3550-3551). Although
Dr. Guerin did not use the terminology “Figure 4,” he spoke of
Figure 4 in his testimony regarding “this update” in the context
of explaining Plaintiff’s Demonstrative Exhibit 3161 which
contained a depiction of Figure 4. (Tr. at 3550). Accordingly,
the Court concludes that Newbridge has not demonstrated that Dr.
Guerin did not base his opinion on the Court’s claim
construction.

As for Newbridge’s argument that Dr. Guerin failed to
compare the patented structure with the structure in the accused
products, the Court likewise concludes that Newbridge has not
proven its contention. It is important to remember that the
relevant structure here is a logic circuit executing algorithms.
An algorithm is a procedure for solving a mathematical problem.
Thus, Dr. Guerin had to identify how the disclosed and accused
algorithms are equivalent on a limitation by limitation basis.
Dr. Guerin succeeded in this task when he extensively described
the operation of the algorithms disclosed in the patent and
compared them to the algorithms found in the accused products in
the context of Claim 12. When discussing Claim 21, Dr. Guerin

summarized how this evidence related to that claim, rather than
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reiterating his previous testimony, and the Court does not find
his failure to engage in detailed repetition problematic.

In its Reply Brief, Newbridge contends that the record
citations submitted by Lucent are blanket references with no real
substance. However, a review of the record reveals that Lucent’s
citations are relevant, as they highlight that portion of the
transcript in which Dr. Guerin explained how the algorithms
disclosed in the patent were implemented in the accused products
and why the algorithms were equivalent on a limitation by
limitation basis. (Tr. at 411-27 and PX 3142 (describing how the
“virtual scheduling algorithm” in the ATMizer firmware is
equivalent to each element of Claim 12); Tr. at 433-45 and PX
3177 (same for the ATMC implementation); Tr. at 450-55 (same for
frame relay)). In the context of Claim 21, Dr. Guerin gave his
opinion that the structure for the “means for determining the
rate” element was a processor executing the algorithms previously
discussed. (Tr. at 466-67). Dr. Guerin then supplemented his
previous testimony by addressing the “inelastic algorithm,” which
was not discussed in the context of Claim 12, and opining that
the “inelastic algorithm,” differed only slightly from the
algorithms previously addressed. (Tr. at 470-75; PX 662).

As for the third element of Claim 21 in particular, Dr.
Guerin testified that the relevant function of this element was

to assess “how fast is this user sending, and comparing that to
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whatever rate contract the user has. And when the rate contract
is violated, its exceeded, generating a mark, because the packet
is an excessive rate packet.” (Tr. at 462.) Dr. Guerin then
went on to describe how this element was present, in both
structure and function, in the accused products. (Tr. at 467-
470; 474-475). Thus, the Court concludes that Dr. Guerin applied
the appropriate claim construction in his analysis and performed
an appropriate infringement analysis.

2. Whether Lucent was required to and failed to
present particularized testimony and linking
argument

Newbridge next contends that Lucent was required to present
particularized testimony and linking argument with regard to the
“means-plus-function” elements in Claim 21 of the Eckberg '810
Patent. The statutory authority for allowing a patentee to use
“means-plus-function” elements is provided in 35 U.S.C. § 112, §
6. According to Newbridge, Paragraph 6 of Section 112 is “a
statutory ‘application of the doctrine of equivalents in a
restrictive role, narrowing the application of broad literal
claim elements;’” and therefore, the requirements of
particularized testimony and linking argument should apply where
a plaintiff seeks to prove the literal infringement of a means-
plus-function element or claim. (D.I. 628 at 15, quoting Warner-
Jenkinson, 520 U.S. at 28).

To establish that an accused product literally infringes a
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Section 112, Paragraph 6 limitation, a plaintiff must show “that
the relevant structure in the accused device performs the
identical function recited in the claim and [is] identical or
equivalent to the corresponding structure in the specification.”

Odetics, Inc. v. Storage Technology Corporation, 185 F.3d 1259,

1267 (Fed Cir. 1999). While both the Supreme Court and the
Federal Circuit have recognized that the test for structural
equivalence under Section 112, Paragraph 6 and the test for
infringement under the doctrine of equivalence are closely
related in that they both invoke the concept of insubstantial
change, neither court has found the doctrine of equivalents test
or analysis to be “wholly transferable to the § 112, § 6
statutory equivalence context.” Id. For example, in Odetics,
the Federal Circuit expressly recognized that the tripartite
function/way/result test for the doctrine of equivalents cannot
apply precisely to the statutory equivalence context, because
under statutory equivalence, functional identity is required,
thereby reducing the test to a “way” and “result” analysis. Id.
Similarly, the Federal Circuit declined to graft the component-
by-component analysis required under the doctrine of equivalents
to the Section 112, Paragraph 6 analysis. Id. at 1267-1268.
Thus, the similarity between statutory equivalence and the
doctrine of equivalents has not lead to the wholesale adaptation

of the doctrine of equivalents’ requirements to the statutory
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equivalence context.

As for the particularized testimony and linking argument
requirement under the doctrine of equivalents, the Court is
unaware of, and Newbridge has not identified, any case where this
requirement has been extended to cover Section 112, Paragraph 6
equivalence. Indeed, insofar as the Court is aware, more
generalized testimony from expert witnesses has been sufficient
to establish literal infringement where Section 112, Paragraph 6

limitations are involved. For example, in Symbol Technologies,

Inc. v. Opticon, Inc., 935 F.2d 1569, a co-inventor testified as

an expert on the question of literal infringement involving a
claim with means-plus-function limitations. The co-inventor’s
testimony did not go into detail about the equivalency between
the structure disclosed in the specification and that present in
the accused product. Rather, the witness used charts showing
each asserted claim broken down and numbered by limitation. The
witness also had drawings showing numbered structures in the
accused product. The witness opined that the numbered
limitations and their correspondents in the drawing of the
accused product were equivalent. The Federal Circuit noted that
equivalence under Section 112, Paragraph 6 is a question of fact,
and the role of challenging the factual underpinnings of an
expert’s position belongs to the opponent on cross examination.

Thus, the Federal Circuit did not impose any heightened
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evidentiary requirements in the Section 112, Paragraph 6 context,
and in fact, accepted less detailed testimony as sufficient to
present a prima facie case of literal infringement in the Section
112, Paragraph 6 context. Given the Federal Circuit’s approach
in Symbol and its caution in extending the requirements of the
doctrine of equivalents analysis to Section 112, Paragraph 6 in
Odetics, the Court is reluctant to impose the “particularized
testimony and linking argument” evidentiary formula to the
Section 112, Paragraph 6 context absent guidance from the Federal
Circuit. Accordingly, the Court declines to adopt Newbridge'’s
argument that Lucent was required to show particularized
testimony and linking argument.

Aside from its argument that Lucent was required to show
particularized testimony and linking argument, Newbridge also
contends in this section of its argument, that Lucent failed to
offer any evidence that the accused Newbridge products are
“packet switching node[s] with a receive terminal” and that these
products have “a channel . . . for transmitting packets of data
at a selectable one of a plurality of transmission rates.” (D.I.
628 at 16). After reviewing the record, the Court is persuaded
otherwise. Dr. Guerin discussed both these elements in his claim
construction and in his infringement analysis. (Tr. at 460-61,
465-466, 472-473; see e.g. PXs 25 at 10, 15, 20; 52A at T1Al-1;

537 at I1A1-2-T1Al1-3; 670 at 16; 1577 at 17.4-2-17.4-3; 2733 at
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35.1-4-25.1-8; 2751 at 26.4-2-26.4-15). Accordingly, the Court
cannot conclude that the evidence offered by Lucent was
insufficient to support the jury’s wverdict.

3. Whether Lucent presented substantial evidence of
infringing activity within the United States

Like its argument in the context of Claim 12 of the Eckberg
‘810 Patent, Newbridge contends that Lucent failed to present any
evidence of direct infringement in the United States with respect
to Claim 21. Specifically, Newbridge directs the Court to its
previous argument in the context of Claim 12.

Unlike Claim 12, in which Lucent charged Newbridge with
infringement by inducement, with respect to Claim 21, Lucent
accused Newbridge of directly infringing Claim 21 through its
sales of the accused products in the United States. As
discussed previously in the context of Claim 12, the Court
concludes that substantial evidence exists that Newbridge sold
the accused products in the United States with cards containing
the infringing apparatus. Accordingly, the Court concludes that
Lucent presented substantial evidence to support the jury’'s
verdict of infringement.

D. Whether Newbridge Is Entitled To A Judgment Of

Noninfringement As A Matter Of Law With Regard To Claim
10 of the Eckberg ‘811 patent

The jury returned a verdict in favor of Lucent on its claim
that Newbridge infringed Claim 10 of the Eckberg '811 patent. By

its Renewed Motion For Judgment As A Matter Of Law, Newbridge
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raises four challenges to the jury’s finding. Specifically,
Newbridge contends that (1) Dr. Guerin’s opinion was not based on
an application of the Court’s claim construction; (2) Dr. Guerin
ignored the preamble limitation in his analysis of the accused
products; (3) Dr. Guerin improperly compared certain accused
products to another product, rather than to the properly
construed claim language; and (4) Lucent failed to present
evidence of direct infringement, and therefore, insufficient
evidence supports the jury’s verdict of infringement by
inducement. The Court will address each of Newbridge’s arguments
in turn.

1. Whether Dr. Guerin’s opinion was based on an
application of the Court’s claim construction

Newbridge contends that Dr. Guerin’s opinion cannot be
substantial evidence of infringement, because Dr. Guerin failed
to base his opinion on the Court’s claim construction.
Specifically, Newbridge relies on that portion of Claim 10 which
provides “determining whether or not the data packet is marked as
being transmitted at an excessive rate.” (811 Patent, col. 14,
11. 5-6). The Court construed this limitation to mean
“determining whether the packet is marked in a network
environment where marking is being performed to designate those
packets that are transmitted at excessive rates.” (D.I. 602 at
19). According to Newbridge, “Dr. Guerin did not testify that

any Newbridge product did more than determine whether the data
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packet was marked,” and Newbridge'’s products “can not determine
whether the packet was marked in any particular ‘network
environment.’” (D.I. 628 at 17) (emphasis in original). Thus,
Newbridge contends that Lucent failed to present substantial
evidence that the accused products met this limitation as
construed by the Court.

In response to Newbridge’s argument, Lucent contends that
Newbridge is misconstruing the Court’s claim construction in
order to raise the same argument that the Court rejected in its
claim construction rulings. Lucent further contends that
substantial evidence exists to support a finding that the accused
products perform this element of the claim.

The Court agrees with Lucent. In its claim construction
argument, Newbridge contended that Claim 10 of the Eckberg ‘811
Patent required not merely a determination that a packet is
marked, but also why a packet is marked. (D.I. 547 at 23; 569 at
13). Specifically, Newbridge argued that the phrase “as being
transmitted at an excessive rate” required an evaluation of the
mark on a packet to determine if the packet was marked because it
was being transmitted at an excessive rate or for some other
reason. The Court did not adopt this position, and agreed with
Lucent that Newbridge’s construction excluded the preferred
embodiment of the ‘811 Patent. Accordingly, the Court will not

permit Newbridge to reargue claim construction issues which the
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Court has previously rejected.

Further, after reviewing the record, the Court concludes
that Lucent introduced substantial evidence that this limitation
was met in the accused products. (Tr. 496, 499-501, 504, 506,
508-09, 510-12, 611-612, 613, 629; PX 275 at 15; PX 2091 at 23).
Accordingly, the Court is unpersuaded by Newbridge’s argument
that Dr. Guerin’s opinion failed to consider the Court’s claim
construction and its argument that insubstantial evidence exists
to support the jury’s verdict.

2. Whether the preamble of Claim 10 of the Eckberg
‘811 Patent is a limitation which Dr. Guerin
ignored in his analysis of the accused products

Newbridge next contends that the preamble of Claim 10, “[a]
method for dropping a data packet to be transmitted from a switch
node in a packet switching network,” (‘811 Patent, col. 14, 11.
1-3), 1s a limitation on Claim 10, and Dr. Guerin ignored this
limitation in his analysis. Because there is no evidence that
the accused methods satisfy this limitation, Newbridge contends
that the jury’s verdict of infringement must be set aside.

In response to Newbridge’s argument, Lucent contends that
the preamble of Claim 10 is not a limitation. Lucent further
contends that Newbridge'’s argument is an attempt to reargue claim
construction.

The Court agrees with Lucent and believes that Newbridge’'s

argument is a renewed attempt to argue that the preamble limited
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”8

Claim 10 to “output dropping. The dispute presented in the
claim construction briefing was whether the preamble of Claim 10
was a limitation, and if it was, what was a proper construction

of the limitation. The Court concluded that the body of the

claim fully set forth the invention, see EMI Group N. Am. V.

Cypress Semiconductor Corp., 68 F. Supp. 2d 421, 430 (D. Del.

1999) and that the preamble merely described the intended use of
the invention and was not intended as a limitation on it.

See Locite Corp. v. Ultraseal Ltd., 781 F.2d 861, 868 (Fed. Cir.

1985), overruled on other grounds by, Nobelpharma AB v. Implant

Innovations, Inc., 141 F.3d 1059 (Fed. Cir. 1998). Accordingly,

the Court declined to construe the preamble as limiting the claim
to “output dropping.”

In a related argument raised in their Reply Brief, Newbridge
faults the Court for not instructing the jury that the preamble
is not a limitation on the claim. At the time of the Markman
briefing, the Court understood Newbridge’s position to be that
the preamble was a limitation and should be construed as
discussed above. The Court understood Lucent’s position to be
that the preamble merely described intended use, and therefore
needed no construction. The Court agreed with Lucent, and

therefore, provided no interpretation. Because the Court did not

8

Output dropping refers to dropping the data packet at
the output side of the buffer. (D.I. 547 at 20.)
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view the preamble as limiting the claim to “output dropping,” it
did not so charge the jury. Moreover, the Court is not aware of,
and Newbridge has not cited to, any case law requiring the Court
to give such an instruction. Indeed, this Court has held that
where the preamble was not a limitation on a claim, it was not
improper to omit the preamble from a claim chart in the

infringement section of a jury’s verdict form. See e.g. EMI

Group North America, Inc. v. Cypress Semiconductor Corp., 104 F.

Supp. 2d 370, 388 (D. Del. 2000). If it was not error to omit
the preamble language entirely from a verdict form on
infringement, the Court is not convinced that it would be error
to omit an instruction that the preamble was not a limitation
from the jury charge.
3. Whether Dr. Guerin improperly compared certain
Newbridge products to another product rather than
to the properly construed claim language
Newbridge next contends that Dr. Guerin improperly compared
certain Newbridge products to another product, rather than to the
properly construed claim language. For example, Newbridge
contends that Dr. Guerin failed to perform the correct analysis
because he used the Vivid CS1000 switch as a baseline, and then,
proceeded to testify that his analysis of the CS3000, 36170 and
36177 would be the same as for the CS1000.

In response to Newbridge’s argument, Lucent contends that

Dr. Guerin was not required to provide redundant testimony.
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According to Lucent, the evidence from Newbridge documents and
binding admissions from Newbridge’s 30 (b) (6) witnesses
demonstrated that different Newbridge products used identical
cards or components containing the same features that infringed
Claim 10 of the ‘811 Patent, or different Newbridge products
worked “in the same way” to perform the infringing features.
Thus, Lucent contends that it was appropriate for Dr. Guerin to
refer the jury back, where appropriate, to his earlier analysis
of a product that contained the same cards or features.

The parties’ arguments basically require the Court to
address two questions. First, the Court must consider whether it
was appropriate for Lucent to present its testimony in the manner
it chose during trial. Second, the Court must consider whether
Lucent actually satisfied its burden of proof on infringement
with the evidence it presented.

With regard to the way in which Lucent presented its
evidence, the Court cannot conclude that Lucent’s approach to
proving infringement was per se improper. This case involved a
vast number of accused products. One need only refer to the
forty-six page proposed special verdict form submitted by
Newbridge to realize the complexity of this case. (D.I. 596).
The various sections of the proposed special verdict form dealing
with Claim 10 of the Eckberg ‘811 patent alone list some twenty

six accused products. Given that the case involved five patents
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and thirteen different claims, it is clearly in the interest of
judicial economy to reduce redundant testimony wherever possible.
That being said, it is equally true that a plaintiff may not
avoid its burden of proof for the sake of brevity.

Turning to the mechanics of the proof, a plaintiff in this
circumstance could have its expert compare the properly construed
claim to one accused product “A”. That expert could then opine
that certain other accused products “B” contain, for example, a
certain component that contains the infringing feature, and that
therefore, his or her testimony would be the same for the new
subset of products “B” as for that discussed in detail “A”. The
expert might also opine that another subset of accused products
“C" operates in the “same way” as the accused product discussed
in detail “A”, and that therefore, his or her testimony would
again be no different for the subset of products “C” as for that
discussed in detail “A”.

In so doing, the expert’s form of testimony would conform to
the Federal Rules of Evidence, which apply to patent cases.

See Fed. R. Evid. 101; 1101. Rule 705 allows the expert to
testify in the form of opinions or inferences and to give his or
her reasons therefor, without the need to disclose the underlying
facts or data. Even more, the Rules guide the opposing party in
how to counter this testimony through the use of cross

examination, the “greatest legal engine ever invented for the
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discovery of truth.” California v. Green, 399 U.S. 149, 158

(1970) (citation omitted). Continuing the example discussed
above, after the plaintiff’s expert has opined that his
infringement analysis for “B” and “C” would be no different than
that for “A”, the defendant has the opportunity to highlight the
differences between “A”, “B” and “C” that undercut the

plaintiff’s expert opinion. See Symbol Technologies, 935 F.2d at

1575; see generally 4 Jack B. Wenstein and Margaret A. Berger,

Weinstein’s Federal Evidence § 705.05 (2d ed. 2000).°

After the conclusion of the presentation of the evidence,
the jury as factfinder performs its task. As discussed, it can
only find that a product infringes after a comparison of the
product and the claim. Assuming that it accepts the testimony
proffered by the plaintiff and rejects that proffered by the
defendant, it can find, consistent with its instructions, that
each of “A”, “B” and “C” when individually compared with the

claim, infringe that claim for the reasons detailed with respect

? The Court does not intend to convey the impression that

the burden of proof shifts. It does not. The Federal Rules of
Evidence allow the party with the burden of proof to introduce
that proof through the reasons and opinions of an expert, without
requiring that expert to also present the underlying facts and
data. The opponent has the opportunity to demonstrate that the
burden has not been met by showing how the expert’s underlying
facts and data don’'t support the opinion. Also, the Court does
not hold that an expert can pronounce a conclusory opinion of
infringement and expect the verdict to stand. Such a verdict
would not be supported by substantial evidence. That is not the
case here, however.
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to “A”".

In the Court’s view, Lucent used the approach described by
the Court successfully and presented sufficient evidence to
satisfy its burden of proof on infringement. Lucent introduced
evidence from Newbridge documents and 30 (b) (6) witnesses and the
opinion of its expert that the infringement analysis of certain
products discussed in detail would be the same as that of the
analysis done in summary fashion. (Tr. 611-12, 619, 659, 680,
683-88, 691-92, 706; PX 102; PX 267; PX 280; PX 283; PX 287).
Newbridge had an opportunity to challenge this testimony on cross
examination. To the extent that Newbridge challenged this
testimony, the verdict indicates that the jury accepted Lucent’s
proffer. To the extent that Newbridge failed to challenge this
testimony, Newbridge has waived its right to raise the issue.

See 4 Weinstein at § 705.05. Furthermore, there is nothing in

the verdict that leads the Court to believe that the jury in its
deliberations improperly compared accused product to accused
product, rather than applying the same infringement analysis
between the claim and each accused product. Because the Court
concludes that Dr. Guerin’s testimony appropriately compared
accused device to claim language and that it was not error for
Dr. Guerin to avoid testimony that would be repetitive, the Court
finds that Newbridge has not sustained its argument that Dr.

Guerin’s analysis was inappropriate and concludes that Lucent
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presented sufficient evidence to support the jury’s verdict of
infringement.
4. Whether Lucent presented substantial evidence
demonstrating that Newbridge induced the
infringement of Claim 10 of the Eckberg ‘811
Patent
As with its argument concerning Claim 12 of the Eckberg ‘810
Patent, Newbridge contends that it cannot be liable for inducing
infringement, because Lucent failed to present evidence of direct
infringement in the United States. As with Claim 12 of the
Eckberg '810 Patent, the Court concludes that substantial
evidence exists that Newbridge sold the accused products in the
United States, that Newbridge supplied cards with those products
that contained the infringing features, and Newbridge distributed
manuals instructing customers how to configure the products to
perform the infringing methods. (Tr. 533-535; PXs 537 at T1lA2-1-
T1A2-3; 1577 at 17.4.2-17.4.3; 1693 at 295, 300-304, 314). 1In
addition, Lucent presented evidence that certain products had
factory set defaults that enabled the products to perform the
infringing method and that other accused products always operated
in an infringing manner. (Tr. 626-627; 689-690). Accordingly,
for the reasons discussed previously in the context of Claim 12
of the Eckberg '810 Patent, the Court concludes that Lucent
presented sufficient evidence to support the jury’s verdict that

Newbridge induced the infringement of Claim 10 of the Eckberg

‘811 Patent.
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E. Whether Newbridge Is Entitled To A Judgment Of
Noninfringement As A Matter Of Law With Regard To Claim
12 of the Eckberg '811 Patent

1. Whether Substantial Evidence Supports The Jury’s
Verdict Of Infringement Regarding Claim 12 of the
Eckberg ‘811 Patent

By its Motion, Newbridge contends that Lucent failed to
present sufficient evidence to support the jury’s verdict of
infringement regarding Claim 12. Specifically, Newbridge
contends that Dr. Guerin presented only “conclusory answers to
leading questions that were neither asked nor answered in the
context of the Court’s construction of limitations of that
claim.” (D.I. 628 at 20).

In response to Newbridge, Lucent contends that Newbridge’s
argument focuses on the form in which Lucent presented its
evidence, rather than on the substance of the evidence. Similar
to its argument in the context of Claim 10 of the ‘811 Patent,
Lucent contends that steps (c¢) through (g) of Claim 12 of the
‘811 Patent are nearly identical to the corresponding limitations
in Claim 10 of the '811 Patent, and thus, it was appropriate for
Dr. Guerin to refer the jury back to his analysis of Claim 10.

Conclusory opinions are not the type of substantial evidence
sufficient to support a jury’s verdict of infringement. See ATD

Corp. v. Lyndall, Inc., 159 F.3d 534, 546 (Fed. Cir. 1999).

However, after reviewing the substance of Dr. Guerin’s testimony

and the other evidence offered by Lucent on the question of
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infringement of Claim 12 of the Eckberg ‘'811 Patent, the Court
concludes that Lucent presented substantial evidence sufficient
to support the jury’s verdict. As a review of Claim 10 and Claim
12 of the ‘811 Patent indicates, Claim 10 and Claim 12 are quite
similar. In discussing Claim 12 of the ‘811 Patent, Dr. Guerin
explained that Claim 12 is a method claim consisting of a number
of steps covering both marking and dropping aspects of data
traffic management. (Tr. at 515:4-10). Responding to a question
directed at the differences between Claim 12 and the previously
discussed Claim 10, Dr. Guerin explained:

The primary difference is we have these two additional

steps at the beginning of the claim which are Steps A

and B which talks [sic] about essentially identifying

the packet that belongs to a connection or one

customer, and then performing the monitoring and

marking function [on] those packets. And that part was

not present in the other claim we talked about, Claim

10, because Claim 10 only dealt with the dropping. It

was actually assuming that the marking had been done

somewhere else, basically in the context of the ‘810
patent.

(Tr. at 515:15 - 516:3.)

Dr. Guerin went on to describe what he considered a less
important distinction between step (e) of Claim 12 and step (c)
of Claim 10:

The other sort of difference, although it’s, in my

mind, a less difference is when you look at Step E

[which] is a little bit more specific in terms of which

places in a packet-switching node are you going to be

evaluating congestion, looking at whether you have

enough resources or not. And it’s essentially
specialized to the output of the switching node.
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Now typically, or in many switch architectures, that’s

the part where most often the congestion occurs because

essentially you’re going through the switch, and the

switch is getting all of those inputs and then feeding

all of that traffic from each input from all of the

inputs potentially onto a single output. And that’'s

where you’re therefore, most likely to get congestion.

(Tr. at 516:4 - 516:23.)

It was Dr. Guerin’s testimony, then, that steps (a) and (b)
of Claim 12 had no counterpart in Claim 10, and that step (e) of
Claim 12 was similar but more narrow than step (c) of Claim 10.
In response to additional questions, Dr. Guerin explained that
steps (c), (d), (e), (£) and (g) of Claim 12 had counterparts in
Claim 10. Thus, a reasonable inference from Dr. Guerin’s
testimony as a whole, including that portion of his testimony
highlighting the differences between Claim 12 and Claim 10 is
that Dr. Guerin Dbelieved there was no difference between step
(c) of Claim 12 and step (a) of Claim 10, step (d) of Claim 12
and step (b) of Claim 10 , step (f) of Claim 12 and step (d) of
Claim 10, and step (g) of Claim 12 and step (e) of Claim 10.%°

After his discussion of the claim elements, Dr. Guerin went

on to address whether the limitations disclosed by step (a) of

1o The language of steps (c¢), (d), (f) and (g) of Claim 12
is not identical to that of steps (a), (b), (d), and (e) of Claim
10. However, a reasonable inference from Dr. Guerin’s testimony
is that the added language in Claim 12 refers to the segregation
of individual customer packets taught by Steps (a) and (b) of
Claim 12. Compare Claim 12 step (c) “preparing to transmit one
of that customer’s data packets” with Claim 10 step (a)
“preparing to transmit the data packet.”
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Claim 12 (“segregating data packets transmitted by one customer
into the network”) and Step (b) of Claim 12 (“marking that one
customer's data packets as being transmitted into the network at
an excessive rate”), which he characterized as “monitoring and
marking” could be found in Newbridge’s products. Dr. Guerin read
a section from an interrogatory answered by Newbridge: “all
versions of the 36170 ATM 3600 frame relay and [36170] frame
relay implement the policing function on a per connection basis
not on an aggregate basis as required by Claims 12 and 21.7%
(Tr. at 520.) He then gave his opinion that “implement [ing] the
policing function on a per connection basis” referred to the
steps (a) and (b) monitoring and marking of a certain customer’s
packets. (Tr. at 521-22).

It is correct that during his testimony concerning the ‘811
Patent, Dr. Guerin refers back to testimony given concerning the
‘810 patent. For example, Dr. Guerin testified “[plolicing, I
believe I mentioned earlier, it’s another word that is commonly

used to refer to monitoring and marking decisions on the packets

based on ... whether the user is sending too much ....” (Tr. at

H The reference to Claim 12 and 21 indicate that
Newbridge’s answer was directed to Claim 10 of the Eckberg '810
patent, a point made by Newbridge counsel at trial. However, in
the Court’s view, the patent that Newbridge’s answer was directed
to is irrelevant, because Newbridge’s answer is an admission of
how the Newbridge product works and the Newbridge product should
work the same way regardless of what patent it is accused of
infringing.
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519:3-7) (testifying concerning steps (a) and (b) of Claim 12 of
the ‘811 patent). Earlier, he testified about the policing
functions of the Newbridge products, for example the ATMizer
component (Tr. at 407 et seq.; PX 25; PX 666); ATMC component'?
(Tr. at 428 et seq.; PX 569; PX 260); the 36150 ATM (Tr. at
446:6-13); and the 3600 family (Tr. at 448 - 455; PX 663). Given
the overlap in these concepts, the Court cannot conclude that it
was improper for Dr. Guerin to describe the implementation of
policing by Newbridge products when discussing policing as
disclosed by the ‘810 patent, and then refer to that same
testimony when discussing policing as disclosed by Claim 12 of
the ‘811 patent. Moreover, Dr. Guerin’s testimony was entirely
consistent with the Court’s construction of step (b).
Furthermore, the Court concludes that Dr. Guerin’s testimony
concerning steps (c) through (g) was proper. As discussed above,
with the exception of the differences found in step (e), Dr.
Guerin testified that his analysis for these steps would be the
same as his analysis for the counterpart steps in Claim 10 of the
‘811 Patent. Thus, in the Court’s view, it would have been
redundant to require Dr. Guerin to restate in detail his prior
opinion. Because the Court concludes that Dr. Guerin’s testimony

and the other evidence presented by Lucent was substantial

12 The components are manufactured by a third party and

used on Newbridge cards.
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evidence sufficient to support the jury’s verdict, the Court will
deny Newbridge’s motion for a judgment of non-infringement as it
relates to Claim 12 of the Eckberg ‘'811 Patent. (Tr. at 493-526,
611-47, 657-660; PX 90, 91, 102, 104, 267, 275, 280, 283, 287,
661, 2091.)
2. Whether the preamble of Claim 12 of the Eckberg
‘811 Patent is a limitation which Dr. Guerin
ignored in his analysis of the accused products
As with Claim 10 of the Eckberg ‘811 Patent, Newbridge
contends that the preamble of Claim 12 of the Eckberg '811 Patent
is a limitation on Claim 12, and Dr. Guerin ignored this
limitation in his analysis. The language of the preamble of
Claim 12 of the Eckberg ‘811 Patent is identical to the preamble
language of Claim 10 of the Eckberg ‘811 patent, and Newbridge’s
argument is likewise identical to that advanced in the context of
Claim 10. Accordingly, for the reasons discussed in the context
of Newbridge'’s prior argument regarding the preamble of Claim 10,
the Court rejects Newbridge’s argument.
3. Whether Dr. Guerin’s analysis of Claim 12 of the
Eckberg '811 Patent is erroneous because he
incorporated his analysis of Claim 10 of the
Eckberg ‘811 patent in addressing steps (c)
through (g) of Claim 12 of the Eckberg '811 patent
Because Dr. Guerin incorporated his analysis of Claim 10 of
the Eckberg '811 Patent into his analysis of Claim 12 of the

Eckberg '811 Patent, Newbridge contends that its previous

arguments concerning Claim 10 of the ‘811 Patent apply with equal
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force to Claim 12 of the ‘811 Patent.® For the reasons
discussed previously in the context of Newbridge’s arguments
relating to Claim 10 the ‘811 Patent, the Court concludes that
Newbridge is not entitled to relief.
4. Whether Lucent presented substantial evidence
demonstrating that Newbridge induced the
infringement of Claim 12 of the Eckberg '811
Patent
By its Motion, Newbridge incorporates the same argument it
made regarding inducement in the context of Claim 12 of the
Eckberg '810 Patent into its argument regarding Claim 12 of the
Eckberg ‘811 Patent. For the reasons discussed previously in the
context of Claim 12 of the Eckberg '810 Patent, the Court
concludes that Lucent presented sufficient evidence to support
the jury’s verdict, and thus, Newbridge is not entitled to
relief.
F. Whether Newbridge Is Entitled To A Judgment Of

Noninfringement As A Matter Of Law Regarding Claim 7 Of
The Cheng ‘174 Patent

The jury returned a verdict in favor of Lucent on its claim
that Newbridge induced infringement by its customers of Claim 7

of the Cheng ‘'174 Patent under both the literal infringement and

13 Newbridge’s brief actually refers to “Claim 10 of the
‘810 Patent,” however, Claim 10 of the '810 Patent was not
asserted in this action. Accordingly, the Court believes that
Newbridge’s reference to Claim 10 of the ‘810 Patent was a
mistake, and that Newbridge actually meant Claim 10 of the ‘811
Patent, which would be consistent with the transcript citation
offered by Newbridge for this argument. (D.I. 628 at 21, citing
Tr. 524:5-525:14) .
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doctrine of equivalents theories of infringement. By its Renewed
Motion For Judgment As A Matter Of Law, Newbridge raises two
challenges to the jury’s finding. Specifically, Newbridge
contends that (1) Lucent failed to present substantial evidence
that the method of Claim 7 is infringed, and (2) Lucent failed to
present direct evidence of infringement of Claim 7. The Court

will address each of Newbridge’s arguments in turn.

1. Whether Lucent presented substantial evidence that
the method of Claim 7 of the Cheng ‘174 Patent is
infringed

By its Motion, Newbridge contends that Lucent failed to
present substantial evidence to support the jury’s verdict of
infringement as it relates to Claim 7 of the Cheng ‘174 Patent.
Specifically, Newbridge contends that Dr. Costello’s testimony on
this claim was conclusory and did not compare the claim elements
to the methods employed in the accused products. Newbridge also
contends that Dr. Costello did not present the particularized
testimony and linking argument required to sustain a finding of
infringement under the doctrine of equivalents.

In response to Newbridge’s arguments, Lucent contends that
Newbridge “concedes that the jury properly found literal
infringement.” (D.I. 645 at 27). Thus, Lucent does not address
Newbridge’s arguments regarding “particularized testimony and
linking argument,” because they are doctrine of equivalents

arguments. However, Lucent contends that sufficient evidence was
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presented regarding literal infringement through the testimony of
Dr. Costello and the other documentary evidence offered by
Lucent.

Based on Newbridge’s arguments both in its Opening Brief and
Reply Brief, the Court understands that Newbridge intended to
challenge the jury’s literal infringement verdict, as well as the
jury’s doctrine of equivalents verdict. (D.I. 656 at 20-21).
Accordingly, the Court will examine Newbridge’s arguments as they
apply to both literal infringement and infringement under the
doctrine of equivalents.

After reviewing the evidence Lucent presented at trial, the
Court concludes that Lucent failed to offer substantial evidence
sufficient to support the jury’s verdict regarding the Cheng
Patent under either literal infringement or the doctrine of
equivalents. In discussing Claim 7 of the Cheng Patent, Dr.
Costello explained how the elements of Claim 7 of the Cheng
Patent corresponded to the elements of Claim 8 of the Cheng
Patent, which Dr. Costello had previously explained read on the
accused products. The only other testimony Dr. Costello provided
on Claim 7 was as follows:

Q: [H]ave you reached an opinion as to whether the
Newbridge chip implementation infringes Claim 77

A Yes, I have.
Q: What is it?
Ac: I believe the Newbridge chips do, in fact,
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infringe Claim 7 for the reasons that I’'ve

explained.

Q: For the reasons that you’ve explained with respect
to what?

A: Well, in indicating that the methods that we’ve

outlined here with regard to Claim 7 correspond to
the means that we’ve talked about here to Claim 8.
And these methods implement the detection and
correction of errors with the switching back and
forth between states in the same way as we’ve
described for the ‘174 patent.

(Tr. 866-867).

Based on this testimony, Lucent contends that the jury
properly found infringement of Claim 7 for the reasons they found
infringement of Claim 8. While Lucent’s position sounds similar
to the argument the Court addressed previously regarding Dr.
Guerin’s testimony, the situation presented by Dr. Costello’s
testimony is quite different. In the context of the Eckberg
Patents, Dr. Guerin presented a detailed infringement analysis of
one method claim, incorporated that prior testimony into his
testimony concerning a second similar method claim, and then
augmented his testimony by explaining how the additional elements
were found in the accused products. The Court concluded that
this type of “incorporation by reference” testimony was not
improper and had the benefit of avoiding redundant testimony.
However, unlike Dr. Guerin’s testimony which compared two method

claims, Dr. Costello’s testimony compared a method claim, Claim

7, to an apparatus claim, Claim 8. In addition, Dr. Costello did
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not augment his testimony to explain how the differences in Claim
7 read onto the accused products. Because of the differences
between a method claim and an apparatus claim and Dr. Costello’s
lack of analysis regarding how the differences read onto the
accused product, the Court concludes that Dr. Costello’s mere
incorporation by reference of his apparatus analysis, without
further explanation, is insufficient to establish literal
infringement.

As for the jury’s finding of infringement under the doctrine
of equivalents, the Court observes that Lucent presented no
testimony directed to the doctrine of equivalents for Claim 7.
Because the Court concludes that Lucent failed to present
substantial evidence to support the jury’s verdict, the Court
will grant Newbridge’s application for a judgment of
noninfringement with respect to Claim 7 of the Cheng Patent.

2. Whether Lucent presented substantial evidence
demonstrating that Newbridge induced infringement
of Claim 7 of the Cheng Patent

Having concluded that Lucent failed to present sufficient
evidence to support the jury’s verdict of infringement, the Court
need not consider Newbridge’s remaining argument regarding the
sufficiency of the evidence of direct infringement. Accordingly,
the Court will enter a judgment of noninfringement in favor of
Newbridge on Claim 7 of the Cheng Patent.

G. Whether Newbridge Is Entitled To A Judgment Of
Noninfringement As A Matter Of Law Regarding Claims 8,
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9, And 16 Of The Cheng ‘174 Patent

The jury returned a verdict in favor of Lucent on its claim
that Newbridge literally infringed Claims 8, 9, and 16 of the
Cheng ‘174 patent. Claim 8 is an apparatus claim drafted in a
means-plus-function format. Claims 9 and 16 are dependent on
Claim 8. By its Renewed Motion For Judgement As A Matter Of Law,
Newbridge contends that (1) Lucent failed to provide sufficient
evidence to establish that the Newbridge products perform the
functions for the deriving means and the switch means, and (2)
Lucent failed to establish that the Newbridge products are
identical or equivalent to the “structures” identified in the
various means-plus-function limitations in the claims. (D.I. 628
at 24).

1. Whether Lucent provided sufficient evidence to
establish that the Newbridge products perform the
functions for the deriving means and the switch
means

By its Motion Newbridge contends that “the record does not
contain sufficient evidence to establish that the structures in
the Newbridge products . . . perform the functions identified in
the jury instructions for the deriving means and the switch
means.” (D.I. 628 at 24). After reviewing the record as it
pertains to this issue, the Court disagrees with Newbridge. Dr.
Costello explained both the deriving means and switch means in

detail, pointed out where in the Newbridge products they were

found, and described how the Newbridge products performed those
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functions. (Tr. 838-840, 840-847). 1In addition, Lucent offered
several documents corresponding to and supporting Dr. Costello’s
testimony on these issues. (PX 114, 147, 236-239, 242-247).
Thus, taking the record on this point as a whole, the Court
concludes that Lucent presented sufficient evidence to establish
that the structures identified in the Newbridge products
performed the functions for the deriving and switching means.

2. Whether Lucent failed to present sufficient
evidence of structural equivalence between the
accused products and the means-plus-function
elements of Claim 8

As for Newbridge’s argument that Lucent failed to introduce
sufficient evidence of structural equivalence between the accused
Newbridge products and the means-plus-function elements of Claim
8, Newbridge’s argument basically restates the position it
advanced with respect to Claim 21 of the Eckberg ‘810 Patent,

i.e. that proof of Section 112, Paragraph 6 equivalents requires

the Lear Siegler particularized testimony and linking argument.

As it pertains to Claim 8 specifically, Newbridge contends that
Lucent failed to introduce particularized testimony and linking
argument on equivalence between the structure of the PMC chip and
the 36150 TI card software in the accused products and the
structure disclosed in the specification. For the reasons
discussed by the Court previously, the Court rejects Newbridge’'s
argument that Lucent was required to show particularized

testimony and linking argument to prove structural equivalence
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under Section 112, Paragraph 6 in a literal infringement context.
Again, under the Federal Rules of Evidence, an expert witness
need not disclose the factual underpinnings of his opinion in
direct testimony. Further, Newbridge had ample opportunity to
expose any flaws in the factual underpinnings of Dr. Costello’s
testimony during its cross-examination.

Further, upon reviewing the record, the Court concludes that
Dr. Costello’s testimony and the other evidence on structural
equivalence regarding the PMC chip and the software
implementation was adequate to support a literal infringement
verdict. For example, Dr. Costello testified in detail regarding
the equivalence between the error correction circuit means in the
first element of Claim 8 and the corresponding structures used in
the PMC chip. (Tr. at 833-35 (first element of Claim 8 and PMC
chip). Dr. Costello then repeated similarly detailed testimony
for the remaining elements of Claim 8 and the corresponding
structures in the PMC chips. (Tr. at 835-38 (second element of
Claim 8 and PMC chip); Tr. at 838-40 (third element of Claim 8
and PMC chip); Tr. at 840-46 (fourth element of Claim 8 and PMC
chip); Tr. at 850-53 (Claim 9 and PMC chip); Tr. at 853-57 (Claim
16 and PMC chip); PX 3017 (Newbridge products using the PMC
chip)). Dr. Costello also testified in detail and at length
regarding the software implementation. (Tr. at 885-901).

Because the Court concludes that Lucent presented substantial
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evidence sufficient to support the jury’s verdict of
infringement, the Court will deny Newbridge’s Renewed Motion For
Judgment As A Matter Of Law as it pertains to Claims 8, 9 and 16
of the Cheng ‘174 Patent.'

H. Whether Newbridge Is Entitled To A Judgement Of

Noninfringement As A Matter Of Law Regarding The Petr
‘087 Patent

The jury returned a verdict in favor of Lucent on its claim
that Newbridge literally infringed Claims 1 and 8 of the Petr
‘087 Patent. By its Renewed Motion For Judgment As A Matter Of
Law, Newbridge raises two arguments (1) Dr. Kabal’s comparison
was improper; (2) there is no evidence of sales or offers to sell
allegedly infringing equipment not covered by the implied license
“within the United States.” The Court will address each of
Newbridge’s arguments in turn.

1. Whether Professor Kabal’s comparison was improper

By its Motion, Newbridge contends that Lucent’s expert,
Professor Kabal, improperly compared the patent claim elements to
G.726, a type of international standard for encoding, and not to

the accused products. (D.I. 628 at 26). Specifically, Newbridge

e Newbridge’s argument that Lucent failed to present
substantial evidence to support the jury’s verdict as it
pertained to the dependent Claims 9 and 16 of the Cheng ‘174
Patent is based on its argument that insufficient evidence was
presented regarding infringement of the independent Claim 8.
Because the Court rejects Newbridge’s argument as it pertains to
Claim 8, it likewise rejects its argument as it pertains to the
dependent claims, Claims 9 and 16.
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contends that this comparison violates a fundamental precept of
patent law that “things equal to the same thing may not be equal

to each other.” KSM Fastening Systems, Inc. v. H.A. Jones Co,

Inc., 776 F.2d 1522, 1528 (Fed. Cir. 1985).

In response to Newbridge’s argument, Lucent contends that
Dr. Kabal’s comparison was not improper, because the unrebutted
evidence showed that the G.726 standard is the precise voice-
coding technology implemented by Newbridge’s products. In
addition, Lucent distinguishes the cases cited by Newbridge
contending that those cases describe situations in which either
the accused product was compared to an embodiment of the patent
claim and not the claim itself, or the accused product was
compared to another previously adjudicated infringing accused
product, and not the claim itself. According to Lucent, it did
not use the G.726 standard as either an embodiment of the claims
or as an equivalent to the accused product. Rather, Lucent
contends that its trial evidence compared the claims against a
document that detailed the very operation of the accused product.

At trial, Lucent introduced evidence that the Newbridge
accused products conformed to the G.726 standard (Tr. at 1104-05;
PX 458 at 1), and that the G.726 standard gave a detailed
description of ADPCM encoder decoder operation. Newbridge’s own
technical documents reference that the G.726 standard describes

the voice-coding technology implemented by its products. (PX 863
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at 61; PX 166 at 1, 3; 2866 at 1.4-34). Thus, Lucent’s argument
is that a Newbridge document produced in discovery that admits
conformance to the G.726 standard is, in effect, the same as a
document that details the innermost workings of the accused
product. The Court agrees. The admission by Newbridge that its
accused products conform to the G.726 standard is an admission by
Newbridge that the standard discloses the operation of the
accused products. Because the accused products operate in the
same manner disclosed by the G.726 standard, the Court cannot
conclude that a comparison of the patent’s claim to the very
standard which accurately describes the operation of the accused
products is inappropriate.

Further, Lucent is correct that the cases relied upon by

Newbridge are distinguishable. In both Zenith Lab., Inc. v.

Bristol-Mevers Squibb Co., 19 F.3d 1418 (Fed. Cir. 1994) and

Atlantic Thermoplastics Co. v. Faytex Corp., 970 F.2d 834, 846

(Fed. Cir. 1992), the issue was whether the accused product could
be compared to an embodiment of the patent claims, rather than to
the claims themselves. The Federal Circuit has repeatedly held
that this type of comparison, which in essence substitutes a
patentee’s commercial embodiment or other version of the product
or process for the patent claims itself, is inappropriate.

However, neither Zenith nor Atlantic Thermoplastics speak to the

type of comparison made in this case by Lucent’s expert.
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In conducting his infringement analysis, Dr. Kabal testified
as follows:

Q: Professor, I would like to turn to the third step
of your infringement analysis. Would you tell us
what that was?

A: Yes. Having determined that the Newbridge
products implement ADPCM, I wanted to compare
[the] ADPCM that was implemented in the Newbridge
products [with] the patent, so I wanted to compare
the patent claims with the ADPCM in the Newbridge

products.
Q: How did you do that?
A: Since the Newbridge products claim conformance to

G.726, that, in fact, is a detailed description of
the operation of the ADPCM encoder decoder in the
Newbridge products. So I could compare the Claims
1 and 8 with the standard.

(Tr. 1104-1105 (emphasis added); see also PX 458 at 1).
Newbridge did not contest Dr. Kabal’s analysis that the G.726
standard accurately describes the operation of the Newbridge
products and Newbridge declined to provide any expert testimony
regarding the '087 Patent. Because Lucent’s unrebutted evidence
demonstrated that the standard was an accurate description of the
operation of the accused product, in the Court’s view, the
comparison made by Lucent’s expert was not erroneous. To find
otherwise, in the Court’s view, would elevate form over
substance. Although in form, the G.726 standard is not actually
the accused product, in substance the unrebutted evidence showed

that the G.726 standard is a detailed description of the accused
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product.'® Accordingly, the substance of Dr. Kabal’s analysis
was a comparison of the patent claims to the accused product.
Accordingly, the Court rejects Newbridge’s argument that Dr.
Kabal’s erred in his infringement analysis.
2. Whether Lucent presented substantial evidence that
Newbridge sold unlicensed infringing equipment
within the United States
During trial, Lucent argued that three product lines were

sold or offered for sale in the United States that fell within
that the scope of Claims 1 and 8 of the Petr Patent. By its
Motion, Newbridge challenges the sufficiency of the evidence
Lucent offered by arguing that Lucent failed to prove that
Newbridge sold or offered to sell these product lines in the
United States, or that where Lucent did introduce evidence of a
sale or offer to sell, the evidence only applied to products
operating at 32 kilobits per second, the rate at which the jury

found that Newbridge had a license to practice the Petr patents.

(D.I. 604 at 9§ 34). The Court will discuss Newbridge’s arguments

15

In its Reply Brief, Newbridge seems to suggest that the
G.726 standard is an embodiment of the Petr patent’s claims such
that Zenith and Atlantic Thermoplastics would be applicable.
However, Dr. Kabal’s testimony is clear that he considered G.726
to be a detailed description of the operation of the ADPCM
encoder decoder in Newbridge’s products. Dr. Kabal then compared
the claim elements to this standard. Dr. Kabal did not
substitute the patent claims for a preferred embodiment of the
claims as Newbridge appears to contend, and therefore, the Court
rejects Newbridge’s characterization of Dr. Kabal’s testimony as
falling within the parameters of Zenith and Atlantic
Thermoplastics.
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as they pertain to each product line.
(a) The VCM3 module for the 3600 switch

Newbridge concedes that Lucent presented evidence
establishing that there were sales of the VCM3 module for the
3600 switch in the United States. (PX 436 at 3600-21; PX 1706 at
273.) However, Newbridge contends that although there was
testimony at trial that the product could be operated at a rate
other than the licensed 32kb/s, operation at unlicensed speeds
could not happen absent modifications by the customer in the form

of enabling software. Relying on High Tech Medical

Instrumentation, Inc. v. New Image Industries, 49 F.3d 1551, 1555

(Fed. Cir. 1995), Newbridge contends that because user alteration
is required for the accused device to perform in an infringing
manner, the accused device does not infringe. (D.I. 628 at 28-
29; 656 at 24).

Addressing the question of alterations or modifications to a
device in High Tech, the Federal Circuit has recognized that a
device does not infringe merely because it is capable of being
modified to operate in an infringing manner. 49 F.3d at 1555.
“‘The question is not what [a device] might have been made to do,
but what it was intended to do and did do . . . . [Tlhat a device
could have been made to do something else does not of itself

establish infringement.’” Id. (citing Hap Corp v. Heyman Mfg.

Co., 311 F.2d 839, 843 (1lst Cir. 1962), cert. denied, 373 U.S.
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903 (1963). However, a device may infringe if it has the
presently existing capability of functioning in the same manner

described by the claim. See Intel Corp. v. United States Int’l

Trade Comm’n, 946 F.2d 821, 832 (Fed. Cir. 1991); Cyrix Corp. V.

Intel Corp., 846 F. Supp. 522, 536 (E.D. Tex. 1994), aff’d, 42

F.3d 1411 (Fed. Cir. 1994).

For example, in Intel Corp v. United States Int’l Trade

Comm’n, the Federal Circuit examined a claim which required the
device to be “programmable” to operate in a certain mode.
Although the accused device was not specifically designed or sold
to operate in that mode and no customer was ever told how to
convert the device to that mode, or even that such a conversion
was possible, the court concluded that the device infringed
because it was “programmable” or capable of operating in the
infringing mode. Thus, the court concluded that the accused
device need not actually operate in the infringing mode, so long
as it was capable of operating in that mode. 946 F.2d at 832.
After reviewing the testimony of Professor Kabal as it
relates to this issue, the Court concludes that, viewed in the
light most favorable to Lucent as the verdict winner, Professor
Kabal’s testimony was sufficient to establish that the accused
Newbridge device was capable of performing in a manner which
infringed the Petr Patent. On cross-examination, Newbridge’s

counsel and Professor Kabal engaged in the following exchange:
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Q: Okay. I’'ll put on Plaintiff’s 166.... And this
says this is ... a working paper intended for
limited internal distribution and discussion;
isn’t that correct?

A I see that.

Q: So this is not a document that goes out to
customers, is it?

A: No.

Q: So what this is talking about ... [is that] each
channel may have the following options on the
ADPCM side, and then it lists a number of
compression rates that possibly could be
physically used; isn’t that correct?

A: That'’'s right.

Q: But, in fact, Newbridge has never used anything
for this card other than 32 KBS, has it?

A: I indicated that the -- I understood that at the
switch level, at the 3600 level, that the user
could not select one of those rates.

Q: So it’s only a 32 KBS that’s ever been sold or
offered for sale?

A: The voice coding module itself is capable of
operating at the other rates.

Q: But when it’s actually provided to a customer,
they’re not able to use it, at any rate other than
32 KBS?

A: I guess without further modification, vyes.

Q: By that customer, or somehow?

A Yes.

(Tr. at 1131-32.)
On redirect examination by Lucent’s counsel, Professor Kabal

also testified as follows:
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Q: Let’s go to [VCM3] that I think [counsel for
Newbridge] brought up, did you determine whether
it was a coder and decoder in the [VCM3] module
that was capable of doing speeds over 32 [kb/s]?

A: Yes, and the Newbridge chip is on that card.

Q: And Doctor, from your review of the Newbridge
product literature and Newbridge technical
witnesses, did you determine whether or not
Newbridge took out the coder and decoder in the
VCM3 that did ADPCM speeds at over 32 kilobits per

second?

A: No. The card itself is still capable of all those
rates.

Q: [Did] Newbridge [change the] software [so] that

[it] wouldn’t allow the user to select the speeds
at other than 32 kilobits per second?

A: I don’'t think they took it out, I don’t think.
They just never enabled it in the first place.

(Tr. at 1153-54).

Summarizing Dr. Kabal’s testimony, Dr. Kabal essentially
testified that although the software in the Newbridge product was
not enabled to perform at unlicensed rates, the Newbridge device
was capable of operating at unlicensed rates and the software did
not prevent operation at these rates. Dr. Kabal also testified
that, as sold, Newbridge’s product contained each and every
element of Claims 1 and 8 of the Petr Patent, and that the
elements of these claims included the apparatus for an unlicensed
multirate ADPCM encoder and decoder. (Tr. 1152-1154). Thus, in
the Court’s view, this case is more closely aligned with the

Intel decisions of the Federal Circuit and the Eastern District
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of Texas than with High Tech decision, because the claims of the
Petr Patent read on the device without alteration by the customer

and thus, the accused device has the presently existing

capability of performing in an infringing manner. Compare Intel
Corp., 946 F.2d at 832 with Telemac Cellular Corp. v. Topp

Telecom, Inc., 247 F.3d 1316, 1330 (Fed. Cir. 2001) (holding that

device did not infringe where restriction was built into software
preventing user from operating the device in an infringing

manner) ; Stryker Corp. v. Davol, Inc., 10 F. Supp. 2d 841, 844

(W.D. Mich. 1998) (holding that device did not infringe because
the probe that would be necessary to enable the device to perform
in the infringing manner did not exist). Accordingly, the Court
concludes that Newbridge is not entitled to a judgment of non-
infringement regarding the VCM3 module for the 3600 switch.

(b) Voice Band Services Card for the MainStreetXpress
36170 and 36177

With regard to the Voice Band Service Cards for the
MainStreetXpress 36170 and 36177, Newbridge raises two arguments.
First, Newbridge contends that Lucent failed to establish that
this product was “offered for sale” or “sold” within the United
States. Second, Newbridge contends that even if an “offer to
sell” or “sale” could be established, the software allowing a
user to select unlicensed rates of speed, i.e. rates other than
32 kilobits per second, was disabled.

Under 35 U.S.C. § 271(a), infringement occurs when someone
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“without authority makes, uses, offers to sell or sells any
patented invention.” 35 U.S.C. 271(a). Section 271(i) defines
an “offer to sell” as “that in which the sale will occur before
the expiration of the term of the patent.” Explaining the policy
justification for basing liability for infringement on an “offer
to sell,” the Federal Circuit explained that one of the purposes
of adding an “offer to sell” to Section 271 (a) is to prevent
activity geared to “generating interest in a potential infringing
product to the commercial detriment of the rightful patentee.”
Id.

Although an “offer to sell” in the patent context is not
governed by contract law, courts have considered such factors as
whether the alleged offer contains a description of the materials

and a quoted price. See 3D Systems, Inc. v. Aarotech

Laboratories, Inc., 160 F.3d 1373, 1379 (Fed. Cir. 1998). 1In

addition, courts are required to look at the substance of the
alleged offer to sell, rather than its form. Id. (holding that a
price quotation letter was an offer to sell, despite the fact
that it stated on its face that it was not an offer to sell,
because such a holding would “exalt form over substance”).
Viewing the testimony on this issue in the light most
favorable to Lucent as the verdict winner and construing all
reasonable inferences in favor of Lucent, the Court concludes

that Lucent presented sufficient evidence to establish an offer
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to sell the Voice Band cards in the United States. Specifically,

Lucent presented the following deposition testimony of a

Newbridge employee, Edwin Lloyd Froese:

Q:

(Tr.

Has the voiceband services card for the
MainStreetXpress 36170 or 36177 ever been sold?

Not as of vyet.
When is it first intended to be sold?

The date at which we reached a product in the
Newbridge development cycle called in-service
trials is, I believe, August 27th [, 1999]; that
is the day at which Newbridge will begin gelling
versions of the 36170 and 36177, which support the
voiceband services card.

at 1167) (emphasis added).

* * %

Are there specific customers who are lined up for
in-service trials at this point?

Yes, I believe so.
Do you know who any of those customers are?

I believe that a customer in China will be one of
those customers.

Do you know the name?
China Post.
Any others in addition to China Post?

There is a [company] in the US named Twister. I
expect they will be an in-service trial company.

(Tr. at 1167-68.)

Newbridge contends that “in-service trials” are not “sales.”

However,

the unrebutted testimony of Mr. Froese highlighted above
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expressly identifies the date of the “in-service trials” as the
date on which Newbridge “will begin selling.” In addition,
Newbridge emphasizes Mr. Froese’s use of the word “expect” in
connection with his assertion that he “expected” Twister to be an
in-service trial company, to suggest that Lucent presented
insufficient evidence to “allow the jury to find that this at-
one-time anticipated transaction was either a sale or offer for
sale.” (D.I. 656 at 25). The Court is not persuaded by
Newbridge’s argument. Mr. Froese identified Twister in response
to a series of question asking him to identify customers who were
already “lined up” for in-service trials. (Tr. 1167:14-16).
Thus, drawing reasonable inferences in favor of Lucent, Mr.
Froese’s testimony established that Newbridge was, in fact,
planning a sale to a company called Twister in Houston, Texas.
Further, in the Court’s view, the type of activity described by
Mr. Froese can reasonably be said to be activity directed at
“generating interest in a potential infringing product to the
commercial detriment of the rightful patentee.” Accordingly, the
Court concludes that Lucent presented sufficient evidence to
establish that Newbridge made an offer to sell the Voice Band
cards within the United States.

As for Newbridge’s argument that the Voice Band cards could
not perform at infringing speeds absent modification by the

customer, the Court rejects Newbridge’s argument for the reasons
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discussed in the context of the VCM3 module for the 3600 switch.
Accordingly, the Court will deny Newbridge’s motion for a
judgment of noninfringement regarding the Voice Band cards.

(c) 36121/36123 products

With regard to the 36121/36123 products, Newbridge contends
that Lucent’s “evidence of sale or offer for sale of switches in
the United States capable of performing ADPCM at an unlicensed
rate is clearly inadequate.” (D.I. 656 at 25.) Specifically,
Newbridge contends that Lucent inappropriately equated
“advertising” with an “offer for sale.”

In response to Newbridge’s argument, Lucent directs the
Court to Professor Kabal'’s testimony that the 36121 and 36123 are
manufactured by 3Com and Newbridge has sold 3Com “access
products.” In addition, Lucent directs the Court to testimony
regarding Newbridge’s alleged advertisement of the 36121 and
36123 products on its Internet web page.

After reviewing the evidence offered by Lucent on this
subject, the Court concludes that the jury’s verdict of
infringement regarding the 36121 and 36123 is not supported by
substantial evidence. Lucent directs the Court to documentary
evidence consisting of print-outs depicting Newbridge’s web site
“advertisements” of the 36121 and 36123. (PX 2499, 2500).
However, as Lucent'’s expert witness acknowledged, these web site

pages do not contain any pricing information and are more akin to
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“product catalogs,” providing a description of the products
depicted and/or discussed. (Tr. 1132-1133). In light of recent
case law addressing web site pages, the Court is reluctant to
conclude that these web advertisements are sufficient, in and of
themselves, to constitute an offer to sell, because they do not
contain pricing information and/or other ordering information.

See Biometics, LLC v. New Womyn, Inc., 112 F. Supp. 2d 869, 873

(E.D. Miss. 2000) (concluding that web site ads were an offer to
sell within the meaning of Section 271 (a), where web site
contained pricing information, request form for web site visitor
to request additional information on product and independent

sales representative locator); VP Intellectual Properties, LIC v.

Imtec Corporation, 1999 WL 1125204, *5-6 (D.N.J. Dec. 9, 1999)

(holding that an Internet site containing product descriptions
but no pricing information is not an “offer to sell”); Intel

Corporation v. Silicon Storage Tech. Inc., 20 F. Supp. 2d 690,

696 (D. Del. 1998) (holding that mere advertisements which are
directed at a national audience and contain no pricing
information are insufficient in and of themselves to constitute

an “offer to sell”) .?®

16 The Court observes that several of these cases involve

the question of jurisdiction; however, they are intertwined with
the concept of an “offer to sell” under Section 271(a) and their
holdings are directed, at least in part, to the “offer to sell”

question under Section 271(a). Accordingly, while jurisdiction

is not the issue in this case, the Court finds these cases to be
instructive on the “offer to sell” issue.
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To bolster its documentary evidence, however, Lucent also
directs the Court to the testimony of Professor Kabal suggesting
that the 36121/36123 are manufactured by 3Com (Tr. 1088-1090),
that Newbridge has rights to sell 3Com products (PX 2901; Tr. at
1083-84), that Newbridge has in fact sold 3Com “access” products
(Tr. 1878, 1884), and that the subtitle of the 36121/36123
product is “Branch Access Concentrator.” (PX 2500). After
reviewing this evidence the Court cannot conclude that it is
sufficient to support the jury’s verdict. In the Court’s view,
the implied connection between the sale of the 3Com “access”
product and the 36121/36123 “Branch Access Concentrator” is both
too speculative and too tenuous to constitute sufficient evidence
that the Branch Access Concentrator was offered for sale in the
United States. However, even if this evidence was sufficient
circumstantial evidence to establish the sale of Branch Access
Concentrators in the United States, the Court notes that much of
the testimony on this issue was the subject of a sustained
objection. (Tr. 1089-91.) Accordingly, the Court concludes that
Lucent failed to offer substantial evidence sufficient to support
the jury’s verdict as it pertains to infringement of the 36121
and 36123 products, and therefore, the Court will grant
Newbridge’s Motion for a judgment of non-infringement on the
36121 and 35123 products.

I. Whether Newbridge Is Entitled To A Judgement Of
Noninfringement As A Matter Of Law Regarding The Arpin
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‘136 Patent

The jury returned a verdict in favor of Lucent on its claim
that Newbridge induced infringement of Claim 10 of the Arpin ‘136
under the theories of both literal infringement and infringement
under the doctrine of equivalents. By its Motion, Newbridge
contends that Lucent failed to present sufficient evidence of
direct infringement. Specifically, Newbridge contends that
Lucent failed to show that Newbridge’s products fulfill each step
of claim 10 of the Arpin Patent, and Lucent failed to show that
the claimed method was performed by anyone in the United States.
In addition, Newbridge contends that Lucent failed to present
sufficient evidence to support the jury’s finding of infringement
under the doctrine of equivalents, because Lucent’s expert
testimony from Dr. Baugh was directed solely at the issue of
literal infringement and Lucent failed to conduct a hypothetical
claim analysis. The Court will address each of Newbridge’s

arguments in turn.

1. Whether Lucent presented substantial evidence of
direct infringement of claim 10 of the Arpin
patent

By its Motion, Newbridge contends that Lucent failed to
provide substantial evidence to establish that the accused
Newbridge products fulfill each step of Claim 10 of the Arpin
Patent. However, Newbridge specifically directs the Court to the

first step of Claim 10:
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storing in a system memory predetermined operating

parameters according to port circuit type code, said

predetermined operating parameters defining a plurality

of features which can be performed by each port circuit

in the system
According to Newbridge, Lucent’s expert addressed whether
Newbridge products stored predetermined operating parameters, not
whether those parameters were stored according to port circuit
type code as Claim 10 requires.

In response, Lucent frames Newbridge’s argument as an
erroneous attempt to distinguish Newbridge products as using slot
location for determining parameters rather than identification
type code for determining parameters. However, Lucent contends
that Newbridge products store operating parameters according to
both identification type code parameters and slot location, and
thus, Newbridge cannot avoid infringement because its product
uses the claimed identification type code and merely adds an

element of slot location. (D.I. 645 at 37). To this effect,

Lucent relies on A.B. Dick Co. v. Burroughs Corp., 713 F.2d 700,

703 (Fed. Cir. 1983), for the proposition that infringement
cannot be avoided “merely by adding elements if each element
recited in the claim is found in the accused device.”

In reply to Lucent’s argument, Newbridge contends that
Newbridge products do not store operating parameters by both slot
location and identification type code. According to Newbridge,

“[ildentification type codes are stored in the same memory, but
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the storage of one has nothing to do with the storage of the
other.” (D.I. 656 at 27). Newbridge maintains that in its
products operating parameters are stored only according to slot
location and contends that type codes are only used “to see
whether the code from an installed card matches the stored code
to confirm that the right kind of card has been installed.”
(D.I. 656 at 27).

After reviewing the testimony offered by Lucent on this
issue, the Court concludes that Lucent failed to offer
substantial evidence to support the jury’s verdict regarding
Claim 10 of the Arpin Patent. Although Dr. Baugh explained what
an “identification-type code” is (Tr. 1252) and the fact that
card slot position is important to finding the right parameters
for a particular port circuit (Tr. 1255-256), Dr. Baugh'’s
explanation was in the context of a description of the ‘136
Patent and communication systems in general and was not applied
to the accused Newbridge products in particular. In addition,
when asked about the way in which the operating parameters were
stored in the memory of the accused Newbridge products, Dr. Baugh
testified as follows:

Q: Do you know anything more than that, other than it

would be ones and zeros? Do you know how the
database in that memory [of the Newbridge 3600
product] was organized?

A: No. When you look at the claims of the ‘136

patent, the claims don’t require that the
information be organized in any particular way or
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(Tr.

any particular structure. So the implementer of
the invention has the option to implement that in
a way that makes the most sense from a design
perspective.

He can optimize a system design either from a
cost point of view or a software complexity
point of view to organize that anyway he
wishes and still meet the claims.

So you don’t know how that information on the
control card of the 3600 is organized in its
database in the memory, is that right? Because
you’re saying it just doesn’t matter how it’s
organized?

I remember looking at some code listing on the
3600 that gave some indication of the date
structures associated with organizing the
information. But offhand, I don’t recall exactly
how that data-or how those data structures were
organized.

In any event, your testimony is today that it
really doesn’t matter as long as the parameter
information is somewhere in that memory and you
can go get it; is that correct?

That’s correct. The claims don’t reguire a
particular organization of information in memory
or in the controller.

I'm saying is the answer you just gave for the
memory on the control card of the 3600, would your
answer be the same for the memory on the --
associated with the controller for all of the
Newbridge cards that you’ve testified about that--

And all the various products?
Yes.

Yes, that would be true. That would be the same
answer.

1371-1373) (emphasis added).
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In support of its argument that substantial evidence
supports the jury’s verdict of infringement, Lucent contends that
Newbridge’s expert, Mr. Overton, “did not even attempt to contest
this undisputable fact,” i.e. that Newbridge products store
operating parameters according to identification type code and
slot location. However, a review of Mr. Overton’s testimony
indicates the contrary. Mr. Overton testified at length that
Newbridge products have a data base that is organized according
to physical slot location and that this slot location is used to
access the database. (Tr. 2825-2827).

Having concluded that Lucent failed to present sufficient
evidence to support the jury’s verdict of literal infringement
regarding Claim 10 of the ‘136 Patent, the Court need not
consider Newbridge’s remaining arguments on this issue. Because
Lucent presented insufficient evidence to support a finding that
Newbridge products infringe Claim 10, the Court cannot sustain
the jury’s verdict that Newbridge is liable for inducing others
to infringe Claim 10 of the ‘136 Patent. Accordingly, the Court
will grant Newbridge’s Motion for a judgment of non-infringement
as it relates to literal infringement of Claim 10 of the ‘136
Patent.

2. Whether Lucent presented substantial evidence of

infringement of Claim 10 of the Arpin ‘136 Patent
under the doctrine of equivalents

By its Motion, Newbridge also contends that Lucent failed to
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present sufficient evidence to sustain the jury’s verdict of
infringement under the doctrine of equivalents of Claim 10 of the
‘136 Patent. Specifically, Newbridge contends that Dr. Baugh’s
testimony was solely directed to literal infringement, and Lucent
failed to present a hypothetical claim analysis.

With regard to its argument that Lucent was required to
perform a hypothetical claim analysis, Newbridge directs the
Court to its previous argument in the context of Claim 12 of the
Eckberg '810 Patent. For the reasons discussed previously by the
Court, the Court rejects Newbridge’s argument that Lucent was
required to perform a hypothetical claim analysis.

As for Newbridge’s remaining argument concerning the
sufficiency of Lucent’s evidence of infringement under the
doctrine of equivalents, the Court has reviewed the evidence
offered by Lucent and concludes that Lucent failed to present
sufficient evidence to sustain the jury’s finding of infringement
of Claim 10 of the Arpin ‘136 Patent under the doctrine of
equivalents. In the Court’s wview, Dr. Baugh’s testimony on
Claim 10 was directed solely to the question of literal
infringement in that Dr. Baugh did not appear to give an element-
by-element analysis under the doctrine of equivalents comparing
Claim 10 to the accused products. It is well-established that
“evidence and argument on the doctrine of equivalents cannot

merely be subsumed in [a] plaintiff’s case of literal
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infringement.” Lear Siegler, 873 F.2d at 1425. 1In addition,

Lucent did not offer argument on the Arpin patent directed to the
doctrine of equivalents in its closing argument. Accordingly,
because Lucent failed to present sufficient evidence and argument
to sustain the jury’s finding that Newbridge induced infringement
of Claim 10 of the Arpin ‘136 Patent under the doctrine of
equivalents, the Court will grant Newbridge’s request for a
judgment of non-infringement on Claim 10 of the '136 Patent.

J. Whether Claims 7,8,9 And 16 Of The Cheng Patent Are
Invalid As Anticipated As A Matter Of Law

By its Motion, Newbridge contends that the Cheng Patent is
invalid as anticipated by two prior art references, the Namekawa
Patent and the Rose Patent. Both the Namekawa Patent and the
Rose Patent were disclosed to the PTO on the face of the Cheng
‘174 Patent. Thus, the parties’ agree that the patents are
properly considered prior art; however, they disagree as to
whether these prior art patents render the Cheng Patent invalid.

As a general matter, for a patent to be invalid as
anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102(g), the party challenging
validity must show that the potentially invalidating patent or
invention (1) qualifies as prior art; (2) was not abandoned
suppressed or concealed; and (3) is identical to the claimed
invention or process. Where, as here, the prior art in issue was
already before the patent examiner, the burden of showing

invalidity . . . is especially difficult.” Hewlett Packard Co.
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v. Bausch & Lomb Inc., 909 F.2d 1464, 1467 (Fed. Cir. 1990).

In this case, the parties’ arguments center on the issue of
identicality. To show identicality between prior art and the
claimed invention, the party challenging validity must show that
each and every step or element of the claimed process or
invention is disclosed in a single prior art reference or
embodied in a single prior art device or practice, either

expressly or inherently. Hazani v. United States International

Trade Commission, 125 F.3d 1473, 1477 (Fed. Cir. 1997). For an

element to be inherent in a prior art reference it must

necessarily be present in the reference. Continental Can Co. v.

Monsanto Co., 948 F.2d 1264, 1268 (Fed. Cir. 1991). As the

Federal Circuit has explained:

Inherency may not be established by probabilities or

possibilities. The mere fact that a certain thing may

result from a given set of circumstances is not

sufficient. If, however, the disclosure is sufficient

to show that the natural result flowing from the

operation as taught would result in the performance of

the questioned function, it seems to be well settled

that the disclosure should be regarded as sufficient.
Monsanto, 948 F.2d at 1268-1269. Whether a step or element is
inherent in a prior art reference is a question of fact. Hazani,
126 F.3d at 1477.

A jury’s verdict of patent wvalidity, indicates that the jury
found that no prior art reference completely embodied the method

or apparatus of the claims at issue. Harmon, supra § 3.2 at 81.

Absent special interrogatories, it is presumed from a general
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verdict of patent wvalidity, that the jury found differences
between the claimed inventions and the prior art. Id. 1In
reviewing a jury’s verdict that a patent is not anticipated, the
court must uphold the verdict if a reasonable jury could find
that one or more elements of the patent claims are not found in

the purportedly anticipatory reference. See Hazani, 126 F.3d at

147; Mycogen Plant Science, Inc. v. Monsanto Co., 61 F. Supp. 2d

199 (D. Del. 1999).

1. Whether Claims 7, 8, 9, and 16 of the Cheng patent
are invalid because the claimed subject matter is
anticipated by the Namekawa prior art patent

By its Motion, Newbridge contends that the Namekawa Patent,
and in particular Figure 3, discloses each limitation of Claim 8
of the Cheng Patent. Accordingly, Newbridge contends that the
Cheng Patent is invalid as anticipated as a matter of law.

In response to Newbridge’s argument, Lucent contends that at
least two critical elements of the Cheng patent are absent from
the Namekawa reference. Specifically, Lucent contends that the
error detecting circuit (EDC) means and the switch means of Claim
8 are not disclosed in the Namekawa Patent.

After reviewing the record evidence as it pertains to this
issue, the Court concludes that sufficient evidence exists from
which a reasonable jury could have concluded that neither the

error detecting circuit means nor the switch means of Claim 8 are

not found in the Namekawa Patent.
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With regard to the “error detecting circuit means,” the
Court concluded that the function of the EDC means “is to detect
one or more errors using the same error correction code used by
the ECC.” (D.I. 602 at 20). The Court also concluded that the
structure associated with this function is the same syndrome
circuit used by the ECC. (D.I. 602 at 20). Relying on the
testimony of Dr. Wicker, Newbridge contends that the “burst error
corrector” shown as element 17 of Figure 3 of the Namekawa Patent
can be configured to operate as a detector.

In the Court’s view, however, Dr. Wicker’s testimony was not
directed to the teachings of the Namekawa patent, but rather, to
a hypothetical change that would have to be made to the Namekawa
patent in order for the EDC means of the Cheng patent to be found
in the Namekawa reference. In relevant part, Dr. Wicker
testified, “Looking down here [at element 17 of Figure 3 of the
Namekawa Patent], here is your burst error correct. If we say

that it’s a corrector that corrects zero errors, then it’s a

bur[st] error detector, an error detecting circuit.” (Tr. 2051)
(emphasis added) .

Newbridge contends that “Lucent’s own expert, Dr. Costello,
testified that any error corrector must detect errors and,
therefore, can be considered an error detector.” (D.I. 656 at
32) (citing Tr. 787). According to Newbridge, Dr. Costello had

to take this position to find infringement, because the Newbridge
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products always correct detected errors. Thus, Newbridge
contends that if the same claim construction is used for
infringement as for validity, the claim if infringed, must be
invalid.

After reviewing the testimony of Dr. Costello referenced by
Newbridge, however, the Court disagrees with Newbridge’s premise
that any error corrector means must detect errors and therefore
can be considered an error detector. Dr. Costello’s testimony
simply does not support that premise. For example, with regard
to the ECC and EDC states in the Cheng Patent, Dr. Costello was
asked and answered as follows:

Q: Now, you named the syndrome circuit for both the

ECC state, the correction state, and the EDC
state, the detection state, but wouldn’t those two
states have to be implemented by two different
circuits?

A No, that’s not necessary. In fact, as shown here,

this Figure 8 shows the syndrome circuit being

shared. 1It’s used when we’re in detection state

and it’s also used when we’re in correction state.
(Tr. 787). Thus, Dr. Costello did not testify that the ECC and
the EDC were the same, but rather that they share the syndrome
circuit.

Further, after reviewing the testimony of Dr. Costello as it
pertained to the Namekawa reference, the Court concludes that
sufficient evidence existed for the jury to conclude that the EDC

means of Claim 8 was not present in the Namekawa reference. For

example, Dr. Costello testified that the Namekawa system “uses
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two correction circuits, one for random error and one for burst
error.” (Tr. 3293). Explaining how these correction circuits
work in comparison to the patented system, Dr. Costello
explained:

[Tl]he main goal in the patented system is to avoid

miscorrections, particularly under bursty conditions as

we discussed, those protection switching conditions.

So whereas the patented system would just try to use

its high detection capability, the Namekawa system uses

a power burst error [corrector] system to try to

correct it. So it still has the high probability of

miscorrection and misdelivery.
(Tr. 3294). 1In sum, Dr. Costello’s testimony supports Lucent’s
argument that the Namekawa patent’s burst error corrector is not
a detector, but rather a more powerful corrector than the random
error corrector. Because the Court concludes that sufficient
evidence exists from which a reasonable jury could have concluded
that the Namekawa reference does not contain the EDC means
disclosed in Claim 8 of the Cheng Patent, the Court concludes
that Newbridge is not entitled to a judgment of invalidity as a
matter of law on the Cheng Patent.

In addition to the EDC means, the Court also concludes that
a reasonable jury could have concluded that the Namekawa
reference does not contain the switching means of Claim 8 of the
Cheng Patent. In construing Claim 8 of the Cheng Patent, the
Court concluded that the function of the switch means was to

“switch to and from the detection of errors in the ECC means and

the detecting of errors in the EDC means” (D.I. 602 at 20). The
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Court also concluded that the structure associated with this
element of Claim 8 is the control unit 810 of Figure 8.

After reviewing the testimony on this issue, the Court
cannot conclude that the jury’s verdict was erroneous. As
discussed previously, the jury would not have acted unreasonably
if it accepted Dr. Costello’s testimony regarding the absence of
the error detecting circuit means in the Namekawa reference.
Thus, based on this same testimony, the jury could have also
reasonably found that the Namekawa reference lacked the ability
to switch from correction to detection. Indeed, with respect to
the “switching means,” Dr. Costello testified that Namekawa
switched from a random error corrector to a more powerful
corrector, rather than from an error correction to high-power
detection. 1In addition to the preceding quoted testimony which
is relevant to this issue, Dr. Costello also testified as
follows:

Both of those decoders [in the Namekawa patent] have

high correction capability, so they don’t have a high

detection capability. There is no teaching in Namekawa

of switching to a high-detection capability when errors

are present, as there is in the ‘174 patent. On the
